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CURRENT TOPICS. 





Ow Tvespay last, being the first day of Trinity Sittings, the 
Whole of the nineteen courts in the Royal Courts of Justice were 
mupied. This is the first occasion on which there have been 
; courts sitting in the new building on the same day. An 
oe number of twenty-seven judges presided in the different 





THE ANNOUNCEMENT made by the Lord Chief Justice that the 
would not sit on the day appointed for the observance of the 
geen’s birthday, related only to the courts of the Queen’s Bench 
jsion. As regards the Chancery Division and the Second 
ision of the Court of Appeal, there was, at first, some divergence 
a among the judges, but we believe it is probable that 
courts will be closed on Saturday. 





Tar NEW RULES, which we published last week, with reference 
tothe presentation of petitions and the transfer of the work of the 
Orders of Course Office, came into operation on Tuesday last, and it 
isinderstood they have been working as satisfactorily as could be 

considering the comparative suddenness of the change. 
Somé small points for which provision has not been made by the 
niles have been discovered; these will, no doubt, be provided for 
in Oourse of time. It shculd be observed that one result 
éthe new rules is the abolition of a large number of fees which 
wete formerly collected by means of stamps on the orders now 
tbolished, and for these, up to the present time, no substituted fees 
lave been imposed. ‘We have heard the loss occasioned in this 
wy to the revenue estimated on high authority as being not less 
thin £10,000 a year. 





Tat cavse tist of the Chancery Division shows 149 causes, &c., 
ft down to be heard before Vice-Chancellor Bacon ; 198 before Mr. 
Tustice Kay ; 252 before Mr. Justice Currry ; 75 before Mr. Justice 
Nort ; and 176 before Mr. Justice Pxarson—that is, 850 causes 
iid matters in all, or 20 less than at the commencement of last 

, when the number was 870; but the number this sittings 
las been reduced by the 80 actions which were, on the 14th inst., 
ttinsferred to the Queen’s Bench Division. A year ago there were 
wily 636 causes on these lists. 





Iyrme cavsr tists of the Queen’s Bench Division there are in 
ew trial paper 47 actions, and in the special paper 8 actions 
Mi35 opposed motions. The Crown paper shows 59 matters, and 
Revenue paper 7. There are also for trial in Middlesex 603 
actions with juries, and 117 without juries—making a total of 876 
tetions in the Queen’s Bench Division. At the beginning of last 
the number of actions set down in the Queen’s Bench 
Division was 865. 





Tae cavse xist for the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Divi- 
Son contains 29 probate actions and 192 matrimonial actions (of 
, latter 117 are undefended), and 80 standing over; there are 
‘Mls 23 admiralty actions, making in this division a total of 324 
oy as against a total of 248 at the beginning of the Easter Sit- 





Tus ust or arreats to be disposod of during the present sittings 
tontains 126 final appeals, and 29 interlocutory appeals, from the 


| might be taken to mean, 
las to the disposal of the proceeds of sale are superseded by the 





Pram, Division, the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division, the 
County Palatine of Lancaster, and the Stannaries Court. There are 


also 80 appeals from the Queen’s Bench Division; 11 admiralty 
appeals ; 35 interlocutory appeals from the Queen’s Bench Divi- 
sion, and 15 bankruptcy appeals, making a total of 296 appeals. 
This is a large increase, the number of appeals last sittings having 
been 261, and the number at this time last year 192. 





Lorp Justice Fry told the Bristol law students a few days ago 
that ‘‘no expression could be more out of place than ‘a popular 
judge,’ because to aim at popularity was not the part or function 
of a judge.” If the Lord Justice meant that a judge ought not to 
allow his decisions or conduct to be influenced im any way by 
popular opinions or prejudices, his remark was a mere truism. 
But the mode condemned is not the way to become a popular judge. 
It is probably true, even as regards the most ignorant classes of 
our countrymen, that the administration of inflexible justice is an 
essential element of popularity. By itself this quality may earn 
respect rather than popularity, but without it no judge can 
become popular with Englishmen. When it is combined, as 
was the case with the late Masrer of the Rotts, with good 
humour, common sense, knowledge of affairs, and swiftness and 
accuracy of decision, the result is well deserved popularity with 
every class of the people. And this sort of popularity, we main- 
tain, with all deference to the learned Lord Justice, it ought to be 
the aim of every judge to attain. If the remark to which we have 
referred had reference only to popularity with the legal profession, 
the considerations above adverted to apply with redoubled force ; 
subject, however, to this, that personal peculiarities of mind and 
manner are more apt to impair the effect of great judicial qualities. 
It is astonishing how some learned judges seem to go out of their 
way to incur the personal dislike of those who practise before them, 
and how little value seems to be attached on the bench to the 
virtues of judicial patience and courtesy. It was not always so ; 
witness Lord Norrmvenam’s remark to Somers, who apologized for 
rising to address the court after other counsel on the same side— 
‘Sir, pray go on. I sit in this place to hear everybody.” With 
deference, we venture to think that even a reputation for unvarying 
courtesy of manner is not an unworthy aim for a judge. 





Mr. Justice Pearson seems to be selected by fortune to play the 
part of a principal judicial expositor of the Settled Land Act. 
In a very important case, Jr re Zhe Duke of Newcastle's Estates 
and the Settled Estates Act, which was decided a day or two ago, 
and of which a short report (to be supplemented hereafter) will be 
found elsewhere, the learned judge had to deal with no less than 
five questions, some of which seem to present a good deal of diffi- 
culty. (1.) The applicants, who were the trustees of the settle- 
ment, wished to know how the proceeds of the sale of timber 
felled during the infancy of the tenant for life, under a power 
contained in the settlement, ought to be applied—whether as 
directed by the settlement, or as directed by section 35 of the Act. 
We gather, from what is said about it in the report, and also from a 
remark of the learned judge, that the infant tenant for life was in 
effect impeachable for waste ; and the learned judge held that the 
proceeds of sale must be applied as directed by section 35 of the 
Act. There can be, we suppose, no doubt that the power of the 
trustees to fell timber, if restricted (as it probably was) to such 
timber as is mentioned in section 35, would be, by virtue of section 
56, sub-section (2), exerciseable only with the consent of the tenant 
| for life; and the earlier part of that sub-section, which enacts that in 

the case of conflict between the provisions of a settlement and the 
provisions of the Act, “the provisions of this Act shall il,” 


the directions of the settlement 
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directions contained in section 35 of the Act. At the same time, 
it is also declared that, ‘‘ the powers given by this Act are cumu- 
lative ;”’ so that there might exist more than one power to fell 
timber; and it is not quite obvious that the question, how 
the proceeds of sale ought to be applied, is totally independent of 
the question of fact, under which of two concurrent powers the 
timber has been felled. (2.) The second question seems to have 
referred to the disposal of income during the minority of the infant 
tenant for life ; and upon this the Act seems to have no bearing. 
(3.) The learned judge held that, during the minority, the powers 
of sale, exchange, and partition, were to be exercised by the trus- 
tees of the settlement, with the consent of the guardians of the 
infant. This, perhaps, springs from a kind of cy-prés combination 
of section 56, sub-section (2), with section 60. The former enact- 
ment makes powers given by the settlement to the trustees (as was 
the case with the powers of sale, exchange, and partition) exercise- 
able only with the consent of the tenant for life; which seems 
here to be represented by the consent of the guardians; while 
the latter allows provisions given by the Act to be exercised 
during his minority by the trustees alone. Here, again, it is not 
quite obvious that the question of fact, whether the powers 
actually exercised were those given by the settlement to be 
exercised (with the consent, made necessary by the Act, of the 
tenant for life), or whether they were the powers given by the Act, 
could have no bearing upon the matter. (4.) It was held that the 
power of leasing, which seems not to have been given by the 
settlement, was exerciseable during the minority by the guardians 
with the coneurrence of the trustees; a conclusion which we do not 
at present feel quite able to reconcile with section 60; but upon 
this point we are content to suspend our judgment until we have 
seen a fuller report of the learned judge’s reasons. (5.) The fifth 
point seems to have been, as regards the decision, similar to 
the first. It does not appear whether the tenant for life was 
impeachable for waste in respect of minerals. But the learned 
judge held that, on the affirmative hypothesis, the proceeds were 
to be dealt with as directed by the Act (see section 11). 





Tue super of the Southwark County Court, after taking time to 
consider, early this week delivered judgment in the important 
dramatic copyright case of Duck v. Bates. The facts were, 
shortly, that the governing body of Guy’s Hospital had authorized 
the defendant in the action, who was the secretary of the 
** Anomalies,” a dramatic club, to give three representations of the 
well-known comedy, ‘‘ Our Boys,” for the entertainment of the 
medical staff, nurses, such patients as could attend, and the friends 
of the governors and actors, which friends were admitted by tickets 
issued in blank, but obtainable only through the defendant or his 
friends. The governors paid the expenses of the scenery and all 
other necessary adjuncts of the performance, but paid nothing to 
any of the actors, who were all amateurs. The entire audience 
numbered about 170 persons on each occasion. The simple ques- 
tion of law which arose was whether or not the defendant had 
infringed the plaintiff's copyright within the meaning of the 2nd 
section of 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 15—the ‘‘ Act to amend the law relat- 
ing to dramatic literary property.” By this section, “if any 
person shall contrary to the right of the author or his 
assignee, represent without the consent in writing of the 
author or other proprietor first had and obtained, at any place of 
dramatic entertainment any theatrical piece, every such offender 
shall be liable ” to the penalty or es therein mentioned. In 
Russell vy. Smith (L. R. 12 Q. B. 217) it had been held that any 
place where a dramatic performance was given constituted a ‘‘ place 
of dramatic entertainment” within these words, although such 
place might only be used once for that purpose, and this decision 
was, of course, followed by the county court judge. He 
was, however, of opinion that the representation complained 
of was not a public one, and therefore found for the defend- 
ant. The question is a difficult as well as important one, and 
we understand that the plaintiff will appeal. The strong point 
for the defendant is, that if the plaintiff should ultimately succeed, 
any person who gives “‘ private theatricals”’ may find himself liable 
to the penalties of the Dramatic Copyright Acts. For the plain- 
tiff, however, it may be very fairly argued that the statute says 
nothing about payment of money or admission of the public, and 









that the proprietary rights of copyright-owners may in some ¢ 
be sensibly damaged by gratuitous performances. as 





Lorp Cotrrmer announced on Wednesday last, in answer to gy 
inquiry of the Soricrror-GeneraL, that the courts of the Queoy, 
Bench Division would not sit on Saturday, being the day 
appointed for the celebration of her Majesty’s birthday. Jf j, 
well to point out that this closing of the courts is not ordered jy 
exercise of any power expressly given by any of the exi 
rules of the Supreme Court. When her Majesty opened th, 
Royal Courts on December 4, a rule of court was made, “ 
virtue of section 19 of the Judicature Act, 1881,” and 
other powers enabling the Rule Committee “‘in that behalf” 
ordering that ‘‘the courts and offices of the Supreme Coy 
of Judicature be closed for matters of business on December 4 
but we have not yet heard of any rule with reference to Sa’ , 
closing. The Rules of Court, order 61, fix the sittings gnj 
vacations without any mention of particular days as holidays, with 
the exception (rule 4) of directing that ‘‘the several offices [no 
tet shall be open on every day of the year, except 8 
Good Friday, Monday and Tuesday in Easter week, Whit-M 
Christmas Day, and the next following working day, and all 
appointed by proclamation to be observed as days of general fast, 
humiliation, or thanksgiving. No provision being made for the day 
of keeping her Majesty’s birthday, it may, perhaps, be worthyd 
consideration whether it would not be well to make a rule of com 
providing either that the day on which her Majesty’s birthday 
appointed to be kept shall always be a holiday, or else that the 
itself shall always be so observed. 
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Iv THE ANNUAL REPORT of the Council of Law Reporting whieh 
has just been distributed, the council congratulate the professim 
upon the ‘‘results, which have enabled the council in the past 
distribute gratis amongst the general body of the subscribers » 
costly and important a work as the Consolidated Digest, as wells 
the General Index to the Statutes, and other useful publications’ 
and they announce that they are now preparing an Index to t 
London Gazettes of the last fifty-two years. Does it ever ocep, 
we wonder, to these eminent lawyers that there is such a things 
a well-intentioned misapplication of subscribers’ money? 
subscriptions are paid for law reporting, and the first duty ofthe 
Council is to eee that the law reporting is, both as to speedand 
quality, all that can be desired. As regards quality we my 
nothing, because this is only indirectly a matter of money. © 
as regards speed, the matter is simply one of paying more reporters; 
and who will say that this requisite is obtained when a cme 
of the importance of Walsh v. Lonsdale was not reported until mor 
than seven months after its decision? Before the council laundh 
out into new adventures of very limited interest to subscribers they 
ought to see that the reasonable wishes of subscribers as to # 
rapid appearance of reports of cases are attained. At present th 
subscribers are frequently placed at a considerable disadvantage & 
this respect as compared with the subscribers to other curretl 
series of reports. 
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It is stated that the Rule Committee of Judges will not hold aay 
further meetings for the present. 


On the 21st inst. the members of the Northern Circuit, both past and 
present, and the members of the bar practising in the Admiralty Court, 
entertained the Master of the Rolls and Mr. Justice Butt at a 
mentary dinner in honour of their recent elevation as Master of the Rolls 
and Judge of the High Court of Justice respectively. ag 
the benchers the dinner took place in the Inner Temple Hall. The chair 
was occupied by Mr. J. B. Aspinall, Q.C., thesrecorder of Liverpool. 


The Albany Law Journal opines that there is more truth than poetry i 
the following history of a railway compensation case :— 
** Man’s back across track ; 

Engine roars; man snores ; 

Engine rushed ; man squashed ; 

oma snorts; secks — : 

wyer weeps; jury sleeps; 
Judge charges ; i largess ; 
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Jury hollers, five thousand dollars.”’ 4 
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ACTIONS AGAINST A PARTNERSHIP 
FIRM. 


ease of Davis v. Morris (L. R. 10 Q. B. D. 436), in 
which Watkin Williams, J., recently delivered a long and 
elaborate judgment, is worthy of notice as illustrating the 
insufficient nature of the machinery provided by the existing rules 
with regard to actions against a partnership firm. The learned 
judge has decided that under ord. 16, r. 10, the right to sue 
in the name of a firm is not limited to the case of 
partners carrying on business as such at the date of the writ; 
secondly, that it is a question of fact, having regard to the 
direumstances and the proceedings subsequent to the writ, whether 
the plaintiff intended to sue under the firm name those part- 
ners only who were members of the firm at the commencement 
of the action, or the same persons together with any former 


r. 
Sons to us that there is much difficulty involved in either of 
the views that may be taken of the provisions on this subject. The 
tmth is that they seem to have contemplated only the simple case 
of a partnership consisting of the same persons at the time of the 
seerual of the cause of action and the commencement of the action ; 
and the learned judge himself said, ‘‘ It becomes, however, a widely 
different affair when you have to deal with the case of co-partner- 
hips which have been dissolved and in which changes have taken 
place by the retirements of former partners, and the introduction of 
new ones, and possibly changes in the situation of the place of 
business, and where little or nothing remains unchanged beyond the 
ddfirm name ; to many of such cases it certainly does seem to me 
that the new machinery in its present crude form is very ill suited 
and highly calculated to lead to confusion and injustice.” There 
has been on this subject considerable conflict of judicial opinion. 
In Ee parte Young (L. R. 19 Ch. D. 124), Cotton, L.J., seems to 
have thought that where an action has been brought against persons 
ina firm name, it must be considered as an action against the exist- 
ing firm, apparently on the ground that all the machinery provided 
bythe rules seems to contemplate only an existing firm. Brett, 
LJ, on the other hand, applied an entirely different test, and 
was of opinion that the provisions extend to any case where 
isons carrying on business as co-partners have contracted a 


Itis impossible, in the presence of so much doubt and difficulty, 
to say that the existing provisions are satisfactory. It appears to us 
that, though in some cases the view taken by Watkin Williams, J., 
may le easy of application, in others there will be great difficulty. 
Tt may, of course, in some cases, be easy to determine as a question 
of fact whom the plaintiff intended to sue, but in others the means 

determining this question may be very scanty, or even altogether 

. The plaintiff himself may not know anything about the 
composition of the firm at either of the material periods, and so it 
may be very difficult to attribute any particular intention to him in 
the matter. It is not easy to see how the complications with which 
the subject is beset can be satisfactorily dealt with, but, at any rate, 
tehould be clearly laid down whether only existing partnerships 
meincluded or not. We should hope that the new rules may deal 
wih this question. If any attempt to do so is made, and it is 
med that the provisions shall include former as well as pre- 

seit partnerships, it would appear from the cases to which we 
have referred that the machinery needs extensive ‘and careful 


n. 

With regard to the question whether the decision in Davis v. 

is right upon the true construction of the existing rules, we 

cannot help feeling that there is much force in the view expressed 
, , LJ. The language of the rules giving the machinery 
m the case of an action against a co-partnership firm does certainly 
em to point to persons who are, at the time of the commencement 
the action, partners. For instance, the provision for service 
ed in ord. 9, r. 6, provides that the service may be on 

®e or more of the partners or at the place of business. This 
tive must, it would appear, apply in all cases, and it would 
seem that the provision as to service at the place of business 
contemplated an existing firm. So, again, with regard to the pro- 
gua as to execution. It is, perhaps, possible so to construe 
rules as to provide for former as well as existing partner- 


. 


abs but, certainly, the language is more appropriate to the 





DISTRESS UNDER THE AGRICULTURAL 
HOLDINGS BILL. 


We noticed last week the provisions of the Government Agricul- 
tural Holdings Bill relating to the special subject of compensation 
for improvements. The scope of the Bill, however, extends far 
beyond this subject, and several other changes in the law of 
landlord and tenant as affecting agricultural holdings are proposed. 
Among these the most important are those dealing with the law 
of distress. They are, firstly, intended to cut down the right of 
distress of the landlord of an agricultural holding to one year’s 
rent only. It is provided that, 


‘* After the commencement of this Act it shall not be lawful for any 
landlord entitled to the rent of any holding to which this Act applies to 
distrain for rent which became due in respect of such holding more than 
one year before the making of such distress.’’ 


As no distress can be made until rent is not only due but in 
arrear, the effect of this provision is to give the landlord a day less 
than a year within which to exercise his right to distrain. But 
the important matter is that this provision will render it practically 
impossible to reserve rent in advance. Where rent is reserved due 
in advance it is not generally intended that it shall be actually paid 
in advance, but if this provisien passes into law the landlord, in 
case of a new tenancy, will be compelled to distrain for the first 
half-year’s rent during the first year of the tenancy, and so the 
tenant will, at the utmost, get only six months’ credit for such 
rent. Considering that the proposed provision is to apply to all 
tenancies, and that rent is reserved in advance in many existing 
leases and agreements, the effect of the provision in such cases 
should be carefully considered. 

The next provision is intended for the protection of owners of 
live stock at agistment. It is proposed to provide that such stock 
shall not be distrained where there is other sufficient distress to be 
found—+.e., in addition to the conditional privilege afforded by 51 
Hen. 3, stat. 4, in case of there being other kinds of chattels 
sufficient to meet the distress, there is to be given a similar 
privilege in case the tenant’s own stock are sufficient for this 
purpose. It is also proposed, by analogy to the principle of the 
Lodgers’ Goods Protection Act, that if there is no other sufficient 
distress ‘‘there shall not be recovered by such distress a sum 
exceeding the amount of the price agreed to be paid for the feed- 
ing, and it shall be lawful for the owner of such stock, at any time 
before it is sold, to redeem such stock by paying to the distrainer 
a sum equal to such price.” The frauds which might be perpe- 
trated by fictitious agreements for agistment are intended to be met 
by restricting the operation of the provision to cases where “stock 
belonging to another person has been taken in by the tenant of a 
holding to be fed at a fair price agreed to be paid for such feeding 
by the owner of such stock to the tenant.” We would suggest 
the substitution for the words in italics of the words “in which 
the tenant has no property.” At all events, we do not see why 
the form of words used with reference to agricultural machinery 
in the next part of the clause, ‘‘ which is the bona jide property 
of a person other than the tenant,” should not be also used in con- 
nection with live stock. This next part of the clause absolutely 
protects against distress agricultural and other machinery which is 
on the premises of the tenant under a bond fide hiring agreement. 
We see no reason why the agricultural implement makers should 
receive this boon from the Legislature. They are ready enough 
to supply machines to the tenant as the law at present stands, under 
their stringent hiring agreements. 

Clause 17 proposes to give magistrates in petty sessions jurisdic- 
tion to try all disputes as to distresses alleged to be in contravention 
of the provisions of the Act, subject to an appeal to quarter 
sessions. 

The other provisions relative to distress are as follows. The 
absurdly inadequate scale of costs of distresses for rent under £20 
prescribed by 57 Geo. 3, c. 93, is proposed to be extended to 
distresses for rent under £50, but 5s. a day is to be allowed for the 
man in possession; the necessity for appraisement before sale is 
to be abolished as regards agricultural holdings, and the chattels 
distrained are, at the request of the tenant, te be removed to “a 
public auction room or to some other fit and proper place specified 
in such request and be there sold;” moreover, if the tenan 
requests it in writing, the period for replevying the chattels dis- 
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trained is to be extended to not more than fifteen days, on the 
tenant giving security for any additional costs thereby occasioned. 

The important fact to observe with regard to these provisions 
is that, as the Bill stands, there is nothing to prevent landlord or 
tenant from excluding them by express contract so far as the 
tenant himself is concerned. e provision (clause 24) making 
void any contract, agreement, or covenant by a tenant, “by 
' virtue of which he is deprived of his right to claim compensation 
under this Act in respect of any improvement mentioned in the 
schedule hereto so far as it deprives him of any such 
right,” does not apply, and there is no other provision avoiding 
contracts in contravention of the provisions of the Bill. Of course 
the tenant’s creditors or third persons might not be affected by a 
contract excluding the provisions of the Act. 

The provisions of the Act as to notice to quit and fixtures are, 
in the main, re-enactments of the sections relating thereto in the 
Act of 1875. As regards notice to quit, the provision of clause 11 
is practically identical with section 51 of the Act of 1875. Land- 
lord and tenant are expressly enabled, by writing under their 
hands, to agree that the provision shall not apply, “in which 
case a half-year’s notice shall continue to be sufficient.” As 
the provision is to apply to any tenancy under a contract of 
tenancy made “either before or after the commencement of this 
Act,” it would seem that it will be necessary, if the Bill passes 
into law in its present shape, for landlords who have already ex- 
cluded the operation of the similar provision in the Act of 1875 
to make a fresh agreement in writing with their tenants to 
exclude the re-enacted provision. 

As to fixtures, clause 12 simply re-enacts section 53 of the Act 
of 1875, omitting, however, the proviso at the end excluding from 
the operation of the provision cases in which notice in writing has 
not been given to the landlord before the erection of a steam-engine, 
and cases in which the landlord, by notice in writing, has objected to 
its erection. The provisions of the Act of 1875 as to Crown and 
Duchy lands, and ecclesiastical and charity lands, and as to resump- 
tion of lands for improvements, are incorporated by reference ; and 
these provisions are, by clause 29, exempted from the general 
repeal of the Act of 1875. This is an excessively inconvenient and 
clumsy mode of legislation. In an Act of such general importance 
it is very desirable that all the provisions should be set out, and, 
considering that a clause is obliged to be added to adapt the incor- 
porated sections to the new provisions of the Bill, it would be 
infinitely better to re-enact the sections. 








ATTEMPTS TO MURDER WITH FIRE- 
ARMS. 


We took occasion some time ago, in connection with the trial of a 
man in Ireland for attempting to murder Mr. Justice Lawson, to 
discuss the law on the subject of attempts to murder. A very 
similar case has since arisen in England and has become the subject 
of judicial decision. We refer to the case of The Queen v. Brown 
(31 W. R. 460, L. R.10Q. B. D. 381). The facts of that case 

ere briefly these. The prisoner went to the house of a man with 
whom he had a quarrel, with a loaded pistol in his pocket, and 
desired to speak with the man in private. He was observed draw- 
ing the pistol from his pocket, but, before he had time to do any- 
thing further, the pistol was snatched from his hand and he was 
arrested. The jury found him guilty upon an indictment charging 
him with attempting to discharge the pistol with intent to murder, 
and the judge, Stephen, J., reserved a case for the Court for Crown 
Cases Reserved. 

The only two enactments material to the case are the 14th and 
15th sections of 24 & 25 Vict. c. 100. The same difficulty arose 
as in the Irish case. The 14th section deals with the offence of 
attempting by “drawing a trigger or in any other manner to dis- 
charge any kind of loaded arms at any person with intent to com- 
mit murder.” The decisions on this section (which, however, are 
only decisions of judges at assize trials) a to be to the effect 
that there can be no offence under this section unless the trigger is 
drawn or some stage arrived at in the process of attempting to 
discharge ejusdem generis with drawing the trigger—e.g., striking 
a percussion cap with a hammer. The point isa curious one, as 





illustrating the niceties of language and the important differences 


that may arise from the arrangement of words in a sentence, jj 


would seem from the decisions that “drawing” the trigger mug 
mean, not merely pulling at it, but actually drawing it, 


Again, it should be observed that the words are, “‘ Whosoever : 
by drawing a trigger, attempt to discharge.” If the words hag: 


been “‘ Whosoever shall attempt to discharge by drawing a trigger” 
it seems to us that the effect might be different. The result of the 
existing state of the law, if correctly stated in the decisions, seems 
to us to be an absurdity, for reasons which, in our former article on 


the subject, we fully explained. These decisions appear to haye 
been much doubted by the Court for the Consideration of Crow, 


Cases Reserved, but, as the case of The Queen v. Brown was 


no question arose upon the construction of section 14. The learned 


judge who presided at the trial accepted the decisions as conclusiyg 
with regard to section 14, and the only question he left to 


the jury, and raised for the opinion of the court, was whether 


there had been an offence under section 15. Section 15 applies to 


any one who, “by any means other than those specified in of 
the preceding sections of this Act, attempts to commit murder,” 
The court were unanimously of opinion that section 15 did not 


apply to the case. The grounds for that opinion are very cleail 
explained by the Lord Chief Justice in the following words: “Tt 
the infinite variety of human affairs, it being impossible to specify 
every mode of attempting to commit murder, a general clause ig 
put in, saying that if a man attempts, by any other means, to com. 
mit murder, he shall be within the mischief of the Act of Parlig. 
ment ; but then, it seems to me, these must be means not ejusdéiq 







generis with those pointed at in the earlier sections. This, if 
appears to me, is a means ejusdem generis with that pointed at in 


the 14th section ; it is a means that has been held not to be within 
the 14th section, and I cannot think that the 15th section wag 


meant merely to extend the 14th section. I should rather say it 
It seems to us that this 
If, in a section specifically dealing with 
the attempt to murder by firearms, a certain stage in the process is” 
indicated as the stage which constitutes such attempt, it is impos | 


was not meant at all to extend the 14th.” 
reasoning is conclusive. 


sible, consistently with the mode of interpretation always applied 
to statutory enactments, to construe a subsequent general section 
as including an attempt to murder by firearms by some act com- 
stituting an earlier stage in the process. The rule generals 
specialibus non derogant clearly applies. 

The case actually submitted to the court was, therefore, not om 
of much difficulty. But the expressions let fall by the judge 
indicate a doubt whether, if the point had been open, they might 
not have overruled the previous decisions, and held the case to be 
within the 14th section. Indeed, the reporter ventures to insert a 
semble to that effect in the headnote. We cannot help doubting 
very much whether, even if the point had been open, th 
particular case could have been brought within the 14th section. 
As we have already said, we think that the decisions, the sound- 
ness of which the court seemed to doubt, lead to an absurdity it 


so far as they go the length of saying that an attempt to draw the” 
trigger is insufficient, and that the trigger must be actually drawn. 


We do not say the decisions are themselves absurd. They may be 
quite right, th 

be in the enactment. We do not hold with the practice, so common 
at the present day, of stretching the words of criminal e s 
to include mischiefs supposed by the judges to be within the spirit 
and redson of the Act. But even if the former decisions wert 
wrong, it does not follow that the case we are discussing camie 
within section 14. For here it is difficult to say that there was an 


imm 
doubt, to draw the trigger, but clearly, to our mind, that 


attempt to draw the trigger. 
witness in such a case to the question, Did lf attempt to draw 


trigger? Clearly it would be, “No, for before he could attempt to 


do so his hand was seized.” The question at what stage an 
to do a thing can be said to have begun is one of great nicety. 


may be that the true question for the legislator should be 


independent of the true meaning pular but 


unscientific import, such as ‘“ 
should be what acts done wit 


a word of 


e intention of 


ting 4 crime in the future, and Yor the purposos of sich” 


ough the result may be absurd. The absurdity may 


ee to draw the trigger in the sense that there ever was at 
iate action of the will evidenced by bodily action amo 8 
to such an attempt. The man took out the pistol eo no 

no 


What would be the answer of 


y* ”; that the question 
t 
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= at what stage in the chain of actions leading to a 


getual crime begin. Very nice questions of practical expediency, 
as well as nice questions of an abstract character, may be involved 
in such inquiries. Mr. Justice Stephen, in charging the jury in 
the case we are discussing, made an “‘attempt” to define an 
“attempt” as follows : he told them “that an attempt to commit 
aerime might, at least, for the purposes of the case, be defined as 
sn act done with intent to commit a crime so closely connected with 
the actual commission of the crime as to form one of a series of acts 
which, if not interrupted, would constitute collectively the actual 
mmission of the crime.” This is a subtle and ingenious formula, 
though, like most other such formulas, it is doubtful whether it 
qrries one much further. The very question to be solved is when the 
“gotual commission of the crime” begins. If that question could 
peanswered no difficulty wouldarise. So that the whole definition 
reitinds us very much of the definition of an archdeacon as an 
eelesiastical dignitary whoexercises archidiaconal functions. But, 
suming the definition to be practically as nearly accurate as may 
jg, we wish to point out that the learned judge was giving this 
drection in reference to the 15th section, not the 14th. The 
ation under the 14th section is not what constitutes an attempt 
fomurder by firearms, but whether there has been an attempt by 
imwing a trigger to discharge a firearm with intent to murder. If 
thesetion simply said, ‘‘ Whoever shall attempt to murder with 
fiteams,”’ the question would be different. We do not ourselves 
sethe advantage of these elaborate specifications of the particular 
nisin which murder may be attempted, and we hope that future 
lgilation on criminal matters may, to a great extent, get rid of 
then. This question, with regard to attempts to murder by fire- 
ams, is one of some importance at the present day when the use 
dwyolvers has unfortunately become so common, more especially 
smag members of secret societies whose object is assassination. 
Items to be highly desirable to amend these particular sections so 
ai provide more fully for this kind of offence, without waiting 
for more comprehensive legislation. 








REVIEWS. 


LAW OF CARRIERS. 


(uiritrs’ Law: RELATING To Goops AND PASSENGER TRAFFIC ON 
Ratuways, CANALS, AND STEAMSHIPS, WITH Cases. By E. B. 
lvatt, Goods Manager, Midland Great Western Railway. McCor- 
quodale & Co. : 

The preface of this book invests it with peculiar interest. It is simple 
justice to the author to give the following extract :— 


“Tam led to consider such a book as this necessary, from the difficulty 

Ihave often experienced in obtaining information on Carriers’ Law from 

baty law books written by barristers; and other railway officials will 

0 have experienced a similar difficulty. In such text-books one 

a@asldom find the required information on the particular point that may 

wit issue. This may arise from barristers writing books technically 

to the possible litigant who may be able to pay for an opinion, 

Rmay arise from the technicalities of a carrier’s business being too 

te for barristers to eliminate from the trials the essential points on 

a carrier requires information. It is likely that both these causes 

‘have contributed to render barristers’ books unsuited as legal guides 

fo @mmon carriers. Furthermore, barristers’ books are commentaries on 

decisions, whereas a carrier wants the actual case as unfolded at the 

it is to say, the facts stripped of legal technicalities, with the 

material part of the judge’s decision added thereto.” 

Mr. Ivatt therefore has, in the main, “abstained from being a 

‘ommentator,’” and has presented his readers with a digest of nearly 
hundred cases, although he informs us that he could have col- 

“probably a couple of hundred more.” We may say at once 

it this digest is accurate, full, and neatly arranged, and what is 

, We have frequently found short headings which state general 

in a clear, intelligent, and useful manner. To two classes 

: we can confidently recommend the book—first, to the rail- 

5pm! who knows no “technicalities” of law, and is con- 

tito be advised on such technicalities by lawyers; and, suncedy, 
ite railway la 






‘ er who has a complete grasp of his subject, bo 
ete a etails, and is in no danger of being misled 
: y digest, but will know how to avail himself of it by re- 
his memory as to facts of Readhead’s case, or any 
‘case he may be busied with for the moment. But to the 


should be punishable, and to what extent; in other 
efime should the period of mere intention be passed and that of 





of bo use. , agent = pe tes comment will a 
every degree), Mr. Ivatt, who miscalls his book ‘Carriers’ Jaw. 
cases,” has dealt far too little with the statute law, without Which it 
is impossible to understand certain branches of canal law, 

law, and shipping law. For instance, in connection with such eci- 
sions of the Railway Commissioners as are cited, it would surely have 
been proper to point out (at least, the much-abused “ bry ota 
ing books ” would have done so) in what cases an appeal lies 
commissioners, and in what cases not. On the favourable side, how- 
ever, we should notice that a neat table is given of the decisions 
on the Carriers Act. 

Each branch of the subject is prefaced by a short index, but the 
index at the end of the book is not a little defective. Thus, we find no 
reference to ‘‘ Railway Commissioners,” ‘‘ Station,” or ‘‘ Risk-note ”; 
and the whole index occupies only about twenty-seven pages, which 
is rather a short allowance fora book of 1,110 pages. 

Mr. Ivatt “ventures to believe that if this book is handed up by 
a station-master to any county court judge as a text-book, and the 
case mooted proves to be in point, the judge will deem it neces- 
oo tae ed pant Gann ie bees Gee co a 
to the law report which has been quoted, so as to keep af ett 
in case of an a .” We hope that Mr. Ivatt’s belief will prove to 
be well founded, and we recommend a perusal of his strictures upon 
county court decisions to the consideration of the members of the 
mene of Commons who advocate the extension of county court juris- 

iction. 





THE MUNICIPAL CORPORATIONS ACT, 1882, 


THE MunicrpaL CorPoRATIONS Act, 1882, AND THE PROVISIONS OF 
THE Battot Act AND Corrupt Practices PREVENTION AcTs 
APPLICABLE TO MUNICIPAL ELECTIONS, AND OTHER STATUTES. 
With Notes. By Hucu Owen, Barrister-at-Law. Knight & Co. 

A DicEst oF THE LAW RELATING TO MunicrpaL CORPORATIONS, WITH 
THE STATUTES IN FULL, &C., FORMING A CoMPLETE GUIDE TO THE 
New Act or 1882. By Gzorce F. CHAMBERS, i Law. 
Stevens & Sons. 


In Mr. Owen’s edition of the Act elaborate notes are appended to 
many of the sections, containing’ very full summaries or digests of the 
cases which have been decided upon the consolidated Acts, together 
with useful cross-references and tions. These notes, so far as 
we have tested them, appear to accurate and i The 
appendix contains the provisions of the Ballot Act and the Corrupt 
Practices Prevention Acts which are applicable to municipal i 
the Local Loans Act, 1875, and other Acts bearing on the subject of 
the work. There is a very convenient index. 

Mr. Chambers’ book is framed on the same as his excellent 
Public Health and Local Government Digest. He gives, first of all, 
a useful and interesting summary, in five chapters, of the law relating 
to municipal corporations. This is followed by the i of the 
Parliamentary and Municipal Registration Act, 1878, relating to 
municipal elections, and then we have the Queen’s Printers’ copy of 
the Act of 1882. In Part III. there are precedents, and in Part IV. 
official documents, and Part V. contains a careful digest of the cases. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


THE LAW SOCIETY AND THE LAW STATIONERS’ CASES. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—I have read with interest your articles and the letters which 
have appeared in your journal on this subject. 

I cannot agree with your er of last week (Mr. Whitfield) 
that the matter was so clear, or that there were no grounds for the 
society’s interference. 

The question is, for what do the clerks of the seat and the 
registrars sit daily at the registry? Is it not to transact business 
of a highly important and legal nature, which must and does arise 
in numerous applications for probates and ts of administration 
every day—in fact, business similar to the ber ice before a 
judge or master at common law, or a chief clerk in ? 

That being so, the contention of the society was, that only a 
solicitor or his bond fide “alter ego”—i.e., his trained clerk—could 
attend the legal authorities to discuss the points that arise. 


It is a new and somewhat i position that a messenger 
may attend the authorities at the | bers ; but, as to this, Lord 
Bramwell is re to have said it rested with the authorities 


to determine whether the ‘ person” (whoever he might be) should be 
heard by them. 

It has been currently reported that the Probate ~— author- 
ities were by no means satisfied with the practice has been 
growing up, and which, unless the profession are 





mral practitioner, still more to the general public, the book will be 


a 
will grow to a head, disastrous alike to the solicitors and public: 
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for work like that to be done at the registry, if it is to be done 
roperly, is quite beyond the capacity of a messenger or an office 


Lord Fitzgerald is reported to have reminded the society’s counsel 
of a saying of the late Baron Parke, ‘‘ You have not hit the bird in the 
eye!’ 1 His lordship must have felt there was a “bird” to be hit 
and, in fact, he actually said there was a question to be settled, and 
it was probably under the surface of this case. 

If the protecting Acts are insufficient to protect the public and 
the profession (for their interests are identical), legislation should put 
the matter right, and this, as already sug; in your valuable 
article of the 12th inst., it is to be ho the Law Society will 
endeavour to promote, PROBATE. 

May 22. 





LETTER BEFORE PAYMENT. 
{To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—lIf, after writing a letter before action for payment of a debt, 
the debtor pays before a writ is issued and declines to pay for the 
letter, &c., a solicitor must, of course, charge his own client. Sup- 
pose, however, a client, in preference to having to pay his solicitor’s 
charges, instructs his solicitor, for that reason (and not with any fear 
of the debtor becoming bankrupt or running away) to issue the writ 
at once, without writing the letter, is it proper for the solicitor to do 
so? Would the court interfere with the solicitor’s getting his costs in 
such a case ? 

I ask this question in the interest of the profession and clients, 
because I find generally that when a debtor can pay he is mean 
enough to pay the debt and object to pay the solicitor’s charges. 
The result is that the client has to pay them, while, if a writ was 
issued, the debtor would have to pay the costs of the writ, and the 
receipt of the costs in a simple case of this kind would enable the 
solicitor to make his charges easy against his client in the next case if 
he should not succeed in recovering anything. 

Of course, if asked the question, the client will generally prefer the 
writ to be issued at once, without a letter, to paying the solicitor’s 
charges for collecting the debt in default of their payment by the 
debtor. Clients, as a rule, do all they can, and generally threaten a 
debtor to put the matter in the hands of their solicitors, before they 
do so. Why should the debtor be entitled at the creditor’s expense to 
any intimation before the writ is issued, after the creditor has done 
all he can to collect the money ? I know what the practice is, but I 
object to the practice. A Lonpon Soticiror. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


PracticE—Srrikinc ovr Emparrassinc PLeapincs—Orp. 27, r. 1.—In 
a case of Liardet v. The Hammond Electric Light Company, before the 
Court of Appeal on the 23rd inst., a question arose as to striking out a 
—— in a statement of defence, on the ground that it tended to 
** prejudice, embarrass, and delay the fair trial of the action.”” The 
plaintiffs, who were the owners of some patents for electrical apparatus, 
entered into an agreement with the defendants to sell the patents to them 
on certain terms and conditions, one of which was that the purchasers 
should be bound to keep the manufacture of accumulators (the subject- 
matter of one of the patents) in their own power, and should themselves 
manufacture the same. By their statement of claim, the plaintiffs 
alleged that the defendants refused to perform the covenants in the 
agreement, and in particular to complete the purchase of the patents, 
and the plaintiffs claimed £45,000 damages for the breach of the covenants 
in the agreement, and specific performance by the defendants of the 
covenants, and in particular so far as the same related to the completion 
of the purchase of the patents by the defendants. By their statement of 
defence, the defendants alleged that the plaintiffs had wholly failed to 
carry out their portion of the agreement, and had thus lost their right to 
enforce the same. And the defendants alleged “that it is an implied 
term of the agreement that the patents named therein, and more especi- 
ally the patent for accumulators, the manufacture of which the defendant 
— were bound to keep in their own power, should be good and 
vi patents, and they say that neither the said patent for accumulators, 
nor either of the other patents, were in fact good or valid.” The 
plaintiffs took out a summons asking that the above quoted paragraph in 
the statement of defence might be ordered to be struck out ‘as tending 
to prejudice, embarrass, and delay the fair trial of the action.’ Chitty, 
J., granted the application on the ground that the defence raised by the 
paragraph in question was one which the defendants were not entitled to 
make use of. He held that the agreement contained no implied warranty 
of the vendors’ title to the patent. The Court of Appeal (BacGaLiay 
and Bowen, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. On the hearing of the appeal 
it was admitted that in an ordinary case of a sale of a patent there is no 
warranty of the validity of the patent. But it was urged that the pro- 
vision in the agreement that the purchasers should keep the manufacture 
of accumulators in their own power could not be complied with unless 
the patent was valid. It bound the purchasers to proceed against 
infringers of the patent, and they could not do this successfully if the 





patent was invalid. The defence raised by the paragraph in question was, 
therefore, admissible, because it tended to show the performance of this. 
provision of the agreement was impossible, and the court would no} 
grant specific performance of an impossible agreement. On the 
of the appeal, the plaintiffs’ counsel agreed to limit their claim to ty, 
specific performance of the covenants in the ment, so far as the same 
related to the completion of the purchase by the defendants of the 
patents. Baccattay, L.J., was of opinion that the agreement imposeq 
no obligation on the purchasers to commence actions against infringers of 
the patent. It merely meant that they should not grant licences tp 
manufacture to other persons. He could not see that the defendants 
could obtain vay 3 benefit from the defence raised by the paragraph jy 
question, and he thought Chitty, J., was right in holding that 
it was embarrassing. The plaintiffs would have to incur th 
expense of evidence as to the validity of the patent. If th, 
court refused the application, the plaintiffs could not 
neglect this paragraph of the defence. His Sy gg, Pe 
to think he should have been of the same opinion if the plaintiffs had not 
agreed to limit their claim as they had now done, but that limitation made 
the matterclear. Bowen, L.J., said that the question was whether it was a 
good plea to an action for a breach of an agreement to take an assignment 
of a patent that the patent was bad. In an ordinary case sucha 
would be as bad a plea as possible. But the defendants relied op 
the special agreement which they said contained by implication a warranty 
of the title to the patent. The defendants said that this was not the 
proper time to decide whether the plea was bad or not. Perhaps it would. 
not be, if that was the only thing to be considered. But it was necessary to 
consider it in order to see whether the plea was embarrassing. What didn 
“embarrassing pleading’? mean? The rule was not directed against embar. 
rassing pleadings generally, but only against that which would em 
prejudice, or delay the fair trial of the action. The putting forward of an ab. 
solutely untenable plea militated against fairness. It might put the oppaie 
party in a considerable dilemma. If he prepared to meet the plea, he 
might be put to interminable expense. In the present case the plai 
must be prepared with a body of evidence to prove the validity of th 
patent. It might be said, on the other hand, if the plea is so bad as 
take your chance; you will be quite safe without any preparation at 
The answer was that it did not lie in the mouth of the Fees who 
pleaded badly to complain that his adversary was embarrassed by it.’ He 
had noright to put his adversary in a dilemma. If the er was colourably 
or reasonably good, that might be so. The test was whether the plea was 
so bad that the court ought to decide that it was bad on such an applic 
tion as this. It must depend on the circumstances of each case whether 
was correct to decide this point at an early stage of the action or at a lat 
stage. In the present case, if the point was now decided in favour of the 
plaintiffs, it would certainly relieve the parties from great expense. Mor. 
over, the point was quite clear, and if a point of law could be decided m 
motion or summons, his lordship did not see why it should not be done. 
And, in the present case, the point could be decided now just as wells 
at any other time. The question whether there was an implied w: 

of title depended entirely on the construction of the agreement. For 
these reasons his lordship thought the point ought to be decided now, al 
he agreed with Baggallay, L.J., in his construction of the agreement. Tw 
fair trial‘of the action would be embarrassed if this paragraph was not struc 
out, because the plaintiffs would have to be prepared with a great bodyot 
evidence which could not be used unless the judge went wrong.—Souitt- 
tors, Ingledew § Ince; A. H. P. Ewer. 





Serrtep Lanp Act, 1882, ss. 2, 11, 25, 35, 56—Cumunative Powzns— 
ConFLICT BETWEEN Powers IN SETTLEMENT AND Provisions or Act— 
anp Opinion or Court.—In a case of In re The Duke of Newcastle's Settled 
Estates, before Pearson, J., on the 23rd inst., some questions of importance 
arose as to the operation of the Settled Land Act, 1882. ‘The trustees of 
the settlement, dated the 17th of June, 1856, of the estates of the Duke of 
Newcastle applied, under section 56 of the Act, for the opinion and 
advice of the court. Previously to the coming into operation of the Act, 
the trustees of the settlement carried out sales and executed deeds of 
enfranchisement under the powers given them by the settlement, the 
guardians of the infant tenant for life joining in the conveyances, &c., t0 
testify their consent thereto. All leases were granted by the 
alone, without the trustees being made parties under the powers 
them. By sub-sections 1 and 2 of section 56 of the Act, it is enac 
the powers given by the Act are cumulative, and that, in case of conflict 
between the provisions in the settlement and the provisions in the Act, 
the provisions of the Act shall prevail. The settlement contained powers 
to the trustees (in whom was vested a term of 120 years), after the death 
of Henry Pelham, a former Duke of Newcastle, to restrain the 
entitled to the possession or receipt of the rents of the settled estates from 
felling timber, but they had power to cut down timber when necessary, 
and to apply the yo par thereof, in the same manner as money to arise 
by the sale of settled estates, in the purchase—wjth consent of the person 
entitled to possession, if of age, and, if not, of his guardians—of othet 
estates, and power to the trustees, during the minority of any person 
entitled to the possession or receipt of the rents of; the estates, to enter 
into possession and manage the same, and to apply the rents for mainten- 
ance, and to mamtain the mansion-house, and for other purposes; 
power—with consent of the tenant for life, if of age, and, if not, 
guardians—to sell or exchange the estates, and power for the 
for life, and, during their minority, for their guardians, to grant 
twenty-one years, or bui leases for ninety-nine BE ay or 
leases for sixty years. The effect which the Act had with regard to 
particular powers in the settlement appeared to be as follows. The 
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—— 
or trust in the settlement appeared to conflict with the provisions of the 
Act contained in section 35 in two particulars—viz., in giving the right to 
fell timber to the trustees instead of the tenant for life, and in not giving 
a fourth of the net proceeds of sale of timber to the tenant for life. 

to be some conflict between the settlement and the 






feed 


There also a 
= a isions of the Act, inasmuch as the expenditure which the trustees 
of the were authorized tu make out of the rents—or, at any rate, some portion of 
nosed it-might be held to come within the ‘‘improvements”’ in section 25 of 
gers of the Act, which were payable out of capital. Again, as to the powers by 
Ces to the Act given to the tenant for life, there was a question whether the 
ndants tenant for life could exercise them under section 3, or whether the trustees 
aph in were to exercise them under section 56, sub-section 2. The settlement 
> that and the Act seemed to agree as to the duration of the leases, but 
r the to differ as to the persons who were to grant the leases during 
If the the minority of a tenant for life. According to the settlement, the 

guardians of the infant tenant for life were to grant the leases, but 
g according to the Act the trustees of the settlement were to grant them on 
ad not pehalf of infants, and the question arose whether the trustees of the 
n made settlement were trustees within the meaning of the Act for the purposes 
b Was a of the Act (section 2, sub-section 8). A further question arose whether a 
nMent ion of the rents under a mining lease should not be set aside as capital. 

ag opinion, advice, and direction of the court was asked by the trustees 


on the following questions: (1) Whether the proceeds of the sale of any 
timber felled or sold under the trusts for that purpose contained in the 








ot: the settlement, or what part thereof, were to be applied in the manner 
would directed by the settlement, or in the manner described in the Settled Land 
to Act, or in what manner ; (2) Whether the rents, issues, and profits of the 
‘didn manors and hereditaments comprised in the settlement, and received by 
>mbar. the applicants as trustees thereof during the minority of any person 
arrass, for life, or as tenant in tail male under the settlement, or any and 
an ab. what part thereof, were to be treated as capital moneys arising under the 
posite Ac, or in what manner; (3) Whether the consent of the guardians of an 
oe he infamt tenant for life was necessary to enable the trustees to exercise the 
aintifis powers to make sale of alien or dispose of, or to convey in exchange or by 
of the ‘of partition, the hereditaments comprised in the settlement, and to 
S that, Tchiso copyholds; (4) Whether ;the power of the tenant for life of 
at all thesettled estates to grant leases for twenty-one years, building leases for 
mn. who ninety-nine years, and mining leases for sixty years, was exerciseable 
t.' He Per tie minority by the trustees or by his guardian, or by whom; 
urably () Whether any and what portion of the rent arising under a mining 


lease ought to be set aside as capital money arising under the Act. Pzar- 
wx, J., said that he had come to the conclusion that the intention of the 
legislature was to give the tenant for life very enlarged powers for his own 
benefit, and he held—(1) that the proceeds of the sale of timber felled 
ie peiicable in accordance with the 35th section of the Act, regard 
being had to the fact of the infant duke being impeachable for waste as to 
timber ; (2) that the rents and profits were to be dealt with in the manner 
directed by the settlement and without regard to the Act; (3) that the 
haa of sale and exchange and of partition and enfranchisement were to 

exercised during the minority of the infant by the applicants as 
trustees of the settlement, at the request and by the direction of the 
testamentary guardians, and that the proceeds were applicable to any of 
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. The the purposes ‘specified in the Act; (4) that the powers of leasing were to be 
struck @ercised during the niinority of the infant by the testamentary guardians 
ody of With the concurrence of the trustees; (5) that the rents under mining 
SOLICI- leases. were to be dealt with as income, unless the infant was impeachable 
for waste as to mines, in which case they were to be dealt with as under 
section 11 of the Act—viz., three fourth parts to be set aside as capital, 
and the residue to go as rents and profits.—So.icrrors, Lake, Beaumont, ¢ 
Big lake; Argles § Argles. 
L DVICB 
Settled Souicrron aND Cxirent—Costs—AGREEMENT FoR Frxep Sum—Curenr 
rtance oxty Siantnc—ATrorNeEYs AND Souicrrors Act, 1870 (33 & 34 Vicr. c. 28), 
ees of &. 4, 8.—In the case of In re An Agreement between Hemsworth and Spyer, 
ike of before Chitty, J., on the 22nd inst., a motion was made by a solicitor 
1 and mder the Solicitors Act, 1870, s. 8, to enforce an agreement against a 
» Act, dient, whereby the client undertook to pay a settled sum in discharge of 
ds of lager sum claimed by the solicitor for costs incurred. The agreement 
, the _ W8signed by the client only, and it was objeeted that the Act required 
c., to thesignature of both parties. Currry, J., said that the point was covered 


byauthority. The agreement was made under section 4 of the Act, which 
said that the agreement was to be in writing. This had been decided by 
Lord Coleridge, C.J., in In re Munro (L. R. 1 Q. B. 724), to mean that the 
igreement must be one signed by both parties. A similar decision was 
come to by Fry, J., in In re Raven (30 W. R. 134). The late Master of the 
Rolls also, within his lordship’s recollection, held, in the case of Jn re 

z (W. N. 1878, p. 57), that the writing was to be authenticated by 
thesignature of both the parties to the agreement. The motion must 
therefore be dismissed, with costs.—Soxrcrrors, Spyer § Son; Nicholls § 

t. 





CASES BEFORE THE BANKRUPTCY REGISTRARS, 


florists, and seedsmen, filed his —— under sections 125 and 126 of the 
Bankruptcy Act of 1869 on the 10th of February, 1883. 

On the 18th of February, 1877, the debtor purchased the properties 
situate at Barnet of one Mary Ann Cutbush, the relict of William Cutbush, 
deceased. 

On the 13th of February, 1877, a deed was executed by and between 
Mary Ann Cutbush and Henry William Holden and others to regulate the 
method of payment of the purchase-money for the said properties. 

The terms of the said deed (which contained an attornment clause) ap- 
pear not to have been carried out by the debtor, and an action was 
brought against him by the other parties of the deed in January, 1881, to 
enforce the terms of it. 

On the 16th of March, 1881, an agreement for compromise of the said 
action was entered into by the parties in the said action. The debtor made 
default in respect of the agreement of compromise. On the 7th of 
February, 1883, the plaintiffs in the said action seized some of the goods of 
the debtor under a writ of elegit, and, on the evening of the same day, the 
same parties distrained on other of the goods and chattels of the debtor 
for three and a half years’ rent alleged to be due under the said attorn- 
ment clause. The properties of the debtor so seized were valued on behalf 
of the debtor at the sum of £12,000. 

On the 10th of February, 1883, the debtor obtained an interim injunc- 
tion against the distress and elegit upon a personal undertaking in damages 
of the receiver appointed under the said liquidation proceedings, and leave 
was also granted to serve short notice of motion to continue the injunc- 
tion. 

On the 12th of February, 1883, upon the receiver undertaking to pay a 
sum of £700, the amount for which the writ of the elegit had been issued, 
the injunction against the distress for rent was continued until after 
further argument. 

Pollard, for the debtor, said, first, no rent under the attornment clause 
was due, as no relation of landlord and tenant was created. Assuming 
the deed was revived under the agreement, it was only revived as from 
default of payment in December, 1882. To support a claim for 
£700 he must claim for sums due in 1881 an 1882. There are 
no apt words in the deed to make it retroactive, or the agree- 
ment either. Assuming the contention to be good, the respondent 
should have claimed interest on his debt and not merely the £700. Rent 
was only the additional security for the sum due. The bringmg of the 
action for sale of the mortgage property shuts the respondent out from 
acting under the attornment clause. How can the respondent claim the 
sale of property in this action and yet distrain upon it? He could have 
been restrained upon application to the Chancery Division. Respondent 
has distrained at the South Mymms and Barnet Nurseries, and £1,750 
worth of goods have been seized for this alleged debt of £700. The seizure 
was irregular, illegal, and excessive ; the whole proceedings are wrongful. 
Tools of trade were seized when sufficient other goods were on the 
premises. Even if the respondent is in the position of a landlord, he has 
infringed the rights under the Bankruptcy Act by leaving the goods on the 
premises till the bankruptcy (see Ex parte Shuttleworth, 2 D. & C. 223). 
Lastly, this is not rent for which distress can be levied (see judgment of 
Cotton, L.J., L. R. 14 Ch. D. 725). So the distress is excessive and great 
damage has accrued to the creditors. The effect of the agreement for com- 
promise puts an end, until the 29th of September, 1882, to the deed. 

F. H. Colt, for the respondent.—On the default of the 13th of September 
my client was retroactively remitted to all his rights under the deed and 
agreement. The borrower can at once come and pay us out if he so 
pleases. As to the second point, I say it is perfectly clear default oc- 
curred from Midsummer, 1879, so that three and a half years’ rent 
became due when we distrained; then comes the agreement; under that, 
the equitable right can only endure during the me out of the agree- 
ment. I rely upon Harrison v. Betts (L. R. 18 Ch. D. 127). 

Mr. Recistrar Murray, in giving judgment, said:—No useful pur- 
pose would be served by any delay in delivering judgment. I 
cannot hold that the trustee under the liquidation is entitled to succeed 
on this motion. The question is really a very short one. Default was 
made in the conditions contained in the agreement of compromise, and 
thereupon the parties were remitted to their original rights, and I hold 
the clauses containing these conditions to mean that the parties were 
remitted to the same position as they were in at the date of the agreement : 
the plaintiffs were in a position to issue execution against the debtor. If 
I were to hold that this attornment clause was bad and impeachable, I 
should goto the root of all attornment clauses, having regard to those 
cases decided recently. Can I hold that this attornment clause was a 
mere sham and a device to secure the sham rent? I cannot do that. 
When judgment was recovered, the plaintiffs could pursue all their 
remedies at one and the same time—that is, they could issue execution 
and distrain under this clause. It seems, as to the distress being ex- 
cessive or wrongful, that there is no evidence for me to form an opinion 
upon. The debtor’s affidavits were answered by Heap’s affidavit, which 
has not been cross-examined, and which has not been denied by any 
other affidavit. Therefore, on the whole, I refuse the application of the 
trustee, and declare that the trustees under the deed are entitled to their 
distress and the costs of this application out of the estate. 





(Before Mr. Recisrrar Murray, sitting as Chief Judge.) 
Re James Cutbush. 
Moceedings for liquidation by arrangement—Attornment clause in 
mort deed—Distress under mortgage deed—Excessive and 
eg istress—When a court of bankruptcy will grant an injunc- 
_James Cutbush, of The Nurseries, Highgate, Finchley, Barnet, and 
Wood.street, Barnet, trading as William Cutbush & Son, nurserymen, 


ABESEEERSSESESEERSREERZE. 





Solicitor for the debtor and trustee, P. Collings. 
Solicitors for the respondents, R. M. Wheatly § Son. 





SOLICITORS’ CASES. 
Hiexn Covet or Justice-—Queen’s Bencu Drvrsron. 
(Sittings in Banc, before Lord Cotzermes, C.J., and Dernwan and 
Mantsry, JJ.) 
May 22.—Jn the Matter of Thomas Purdy, a Solicitor. 
This was an application on the part of the Incorporated Law Society 
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against a solicitor for misconduct. The facts as stated by counsel 
were that one Martin had a claim against his employer under the 
Employers’ Liability Act, and applied to the solicitor to conduct his 
case, telling him that he desired he should retain Mr. Strachan, a 
member of the bar. On the 14th of June the solicitor telegraphed to 
Martin :—‘‘ Case fixed. Come to-morrow firstthing. Bring £6; fees pay- 
able to-morrow; last day. Neglect not tocome. Absolutely important.” 
Accordingly Martin went to Morpeth with £6, which he gave to the solici- 
tor, who, however, when he sent the telegram, had not even issued the 
plaint, which was not issued till next day, the 15th, and then, through some 
error, was issued erroneously, so that the action, under the Act, would not 
be maintainable in the county court; and no counsel was retained or paid. 
Ultimately, Martin failed in hisaction, andincurred a heavy liability for costs. 
Then this application was made by Wills, Q.C., on the part of the Law 
Society, against the solicitor, whose answer, in effect, was that fees in 
the telegram meant fees of court, which, in fact, were paid, and came to 
a guinea, and that as to 5 guineas he had intended to pay it to Mr. Strachan 
(to whom, in fact, he had spoken of the case), but had not done so only 
because he found that, in consequence of the mistake as to the plaint, 
the action would be abortive, so that he had himself to apply to the court 
for leave to amend. , 

Walton was heard at some length on behalf of the solicitor, urging these 
and other topics. 

W. Murray appeared on the part of the Incorporated Law Society in 
support of the application. 

Lord Cotzrinez, C.J., in giving judgment, repeated what he had, he 
said, had occasion to say several times—that this head of the jurisdiction 
of the court was one which ought, he thought, to be exercised with some 
severity, because the frauds of which solicitors were capable were frauds 
which the court, by making them its officers, empowered them to 

trate. It was in consequence of the exceptional character and 
eredit with which they were clothed as officers of the court that they were 
enabled to commit these frauds upon unwary suitors. Therefore it seemed 
to him that the court was bound to protect the suitors, and to vindicate 
its own character; and when misconduct of its officers was brought before 
it the court was bound to be severe upon such misconduct. Now, in the 
present case, the facts (in spite of Mr. Walton’s able defence) were prac- 
tically undisputed. [His lordship stated the facts.] Those being the 
facts the question was under what circumstances the solicitor had got 
the £6 from his client. He wouldso far stretch his charitable judgment as 
to believe that the solicitor did not mean in the first instance to mis- 
appropriate the money. That was possible, though he hardly thought it 
a reasonable inference; but he was willing to do his best to believe it. 
Still these were the circumstances under which the solicitor had obtained 
the money and had retained it, and had never offered to return it. What, 
then, was to be done with a man who, in his character as a solicitor and 
occupying a fiduciary position, had thus got hold of the money of a poor 
man, misapplied it, and told falsehoods to cover his misappropriation of 
it? It was not an aggravated case; it was not a case for siriking the 
solicitor off the rolls; but still it was a case for a severe sentence, and he 
must be suspended from practice for two years. 

Denman, J., concurred, saying he had not the least doubt that the 
affidavits by Martin and Mr. Strachan were accurate. 

Manisry, J,, also concurred. 








LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Stewart Toxras Wess, solicitor, of Basingstoke and Winchester, 
has been appointed Registrar of the Basingstoke County Court (Circuit 
No. 51), in succession to Mr. John Workman Lamb, deceased. Mr. Webb 
was itted a solicitor in 1872. 


Mr. Jos1an Se ae. mg a of North Walsham, has been 
appointed a Perpetual Commissioner for taking the Acknowledgments of 
Deeds by Married Women for the County of Norfolk and the City of 
Norwich. , 


Mr. Witu1am Woon, solicitor, of Southam, has been appointed Clerk to 
the Southam Board of Guardians, Assessment Committee, and Rural 
Sanitary Authority. Mr. Wood was admitted a solicitor in 1869. 


Mr. Perer Joun Wesster, solicitor, of Conway, Llandudno, and Pen- 
maenmawr, has been appointed Clerk to the Penmaenmawr Local Board. 
Mr. Webster was admitted a solicitor in 1878. 


Mr. James West Jones, solicitor (of the firm of Tennant, Paine, & 
Jones), of Hanley, Leek, and Stone, has been appointed a es 
Commissioner for Staffordshire for taking the Acknowledgments of Deeds 
by Married Women. 


Mr. Wiu1am Bantorr, junior, solicitor (of the firm of Birkett & 

Bantoft), of Ipswich, has been elected Town Clerk of that borongh, at a 

0 per sare, in succession to Mr, John Orford, deceased. 

Mr. Bantoft is the son of Mr. William Bantoft, of Ipswich. He was 

admitted a solicitor in 1873. He has for several months held the appoint- 
ment of deputy town clerk. 


Mr. Srvarr Sanxey, barrister-at-law, has been appointed Recorder of 
Fordwich, Kent. 


Mr. A. Corram Castiz, of Bristol, has been appointed a Commissioner 
to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature, and also a Per- 
Commissioner for taking. the Acknowledgments of Deeds by 
Women for the County of Somerset and the City of Bristol. Mr. 

Castle was admitted in 1876, 


Mr. Tuomas Writt1aMs, solicitor (of the firm of Williams & 
Merthyr Tydvil, has been elected Coroner for the Merthyr 1 
of Glamorganshire, in succession to Mr. George Overton, de ; 


Williams has been for many years deputy-coroner for the division, © 
was admitted a solicitor in 1861. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


At a meeting of this society, held at Clement’s-inn Hall on W 

May 23, Mr. H. J. H. Bull in the chair, Mr. Goodall moved, “ That ¢. 
Salvation Army (so-called) is a pernicious institution, and dangerous tp 
public order.”” He was supported by Messrs. Ramsdale, Newman, ang 
Jenks, and opposed by Messrs. Forster, Spence, Bull, Napier, Eiloay 
and Edlin. Mr. Kains-Jackson replied on behalf of the opener, and the 
motion, on being put to the meeting, was carried by a majority of three 
votes. 





BIRMINGHAM LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


At an ordinary meeting of this society, 8S. N. Solomon, Esq., in 
chair, debate on Moot Point No. 680, ‘‘ Should the law as laid down | 
the case of Beatty v. Gillbanks be altered on the ground of public poli 
was discussed. Speakers in the affirmative: Messrs. Harries, He 
and Ryland; negative: Messrs. Martineau, Atkins, and Streetly, 
voting being even, the chairman gave his casting vote for the negatiye, 































LIVERPOOL LAW STUDENTS’ ASSOCIATION. 


The last meeting of the present session of the association was held 
the Law Library, Union-court, on Monday evening, the 21st inst., 
8. Style, solicitor, in the chair. The secretary read the quarterly 
of the proceedings of the association since the last annual meeting 
stating that the members of the association had increased from 291 to 8% 
that the average attendance at the meetings held during the p 
session was 27, and the average number of speakers 9, and that there y 
a clear credit balance in the treasurer’s hands of over £80, in additiont 
about 130 subscriptions for the present year, which had not been pai 
Bromfield then opened the affirmative of the question appointed for dis 
cussion, which was as follows :—‘‘ That the defeat of the Affirmation Bill 
in the House of Commons is to be regretted.’”’ Mr. E. W. Pierce follows 
in support of the negative, and in the discussion which followed 
Cripps, Rowlands, Lloyd, Priest, and Nevins took part. Both the 
having replied, the question was put to the meeting, and decided b 
favour of the affirmative by a majority of three. There were twenty-tm: 
members present. : 


BRISTOL LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY, 


The annual meeting and dinner in connection with the Bristol 
Students’ Society took place on the 17th inst. The meeting was 

over by Mr. G. E. Weare, chairman of the committee, and the 

the er was read by Mr. Holman Gregory (one of the hon. sec 
taries). 

The report referred to the increasing interest taken by the memben 
in the meetings of the society held during the session, and to the ap- 
pointment in December last of Mr. P. W. P. Britton as joint hon. secretary 
with Mr. Gregory. The committee tendered their hearty thanks to Meg 
Gregory and Britton for the zeal shown by them in the execution of the 
duties, and the very successful manner in which they had carried the 
out. Seventeen new members had joined the society during the past year. 
The committee were of opinion that it was alike for the interests of @ 
students, | popes and the public generally that a system of legal eduts 
tion should be established in all county towns, and in furtherance of thi 
view the committee had placed themselves in communication with all & 
principal law students’ societies throughout the country. The report con 
cluded by stating that the committee purposed offering prizes for 
best essays on the law relating to master and servant. On the motion! 
Mr. W. C. H. Cross, seconded by Mr. H. Gong, the report was a 
The remainder of the business was of a formal character. About § 
members and friends were present at the dinner. Mr. W. J. M 
Q.C. (president of the society), occupied the chair. After th 
toasts, 

Mr. J. H. Currron proposed ‘‘ Her Majesty’s Judges.” He said thi 
men of the West doninnet wine rather proud of the edges of the : 
The Western Circuit had contributed largely to the number of jut 
and some amongst them could remember Chief Justice Erle, Mr. 
Crowder, the late lamented Chief Justice, the present Chief Justice, Mr. 
Justice Lopes, Lord Justice Bowen, and there were others who would have 
graced the bench; there was Sir John Karslake, who, but for affli 
would have been a judge. He maintained that the Western Circuit 
been prolific in the supply of if pdgee ; they had supplied them wholesale, 
retail, and for exportation. He thought the countrymen of the West 
reason to feel proud of their identification with some at least of 
Majesty’s ase: He might now come to the smaller fry—he 
mention a who had recently gone to India, and another who to 
the New Straits Settlement, and there were others from this 


also their worthy and esteemed judge of the county court, Mr. W. d- 





hailing from » 
locality. He coupled with the toast not only the name of his lo: but 
calfe,Q,C. He had not been amongst them very long, but the more 
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the more they appreciated him as a judge of a distinguished county 
oa gs felt especial Biot in Lord Justice Fry, as he was connected 
qith a highly honourable family in that city, one of whom was their 
highly member, and another was one of their most respected 
and a magistrate; and the name in Bristol was almost a house- 


Lord Justice Fry, who was very warmly applauded, said he thanked 
them very h y for the manner in which the toast had been introduced 
and received. It always appeared to him that no expression could be 
more out of place than ‘“‘a popular judge,’’ because to aim at popularity 
was not the part or function of a judge, but, at the same time, it was a 

assistance to her Majesty’s judges when they felt that their labours 

were received with approval by those who, like the company he was 
addressing, were seeking to hase an accurate opinion of their proceedings. 
In making these observations, he felt he could not help looking from Eng- 
jand across the Channel to Treland, and asking them to recollect the 
ious duties which had been cast upon the Irish bench by the troubles 
oe occurred in that py land. And what brought that to his 
secollection was this—that in every assembly of Englishmen the toast of 
her Majesty’s judges, when given, was received with kindness and 
a and that fact was only an indication of a much larger and 
9 and more important fact—namely, that the sympathies of the 
educated classes in this country went with the administration of justice ; 
whereas, on the other side of the Channel, unfortunately, there was a 
schism between the feelings of the people and the feelings of 
those whose faithful duty it was to administer justice in some- 
like a hostile community. And, therefore, he never heard 

this toast proposed without feeling that, in so far as it was an indication 
of sympathy between the educated and upper classes and the ad- 
ministration of justice, it did net represent any slight or unimportant 
. Mr. Clifton, in proposing his health, had referred to the fact that 
tebelonged to a family who resided im this city, and it was no doubt to 
that fact, and not to any merits of his own, that he owed the kind 
mmer.in which his name had been received. He had nothing with 
wich he desired to detain them, but he could not sit down without 
that it had given him much pléasure to be present that evening, 

to meet so many gentlemen of the bar, and the other branch of the pro- 
fesion who practised in that city, and also many of those gentlemen who, 
he , were law students, and were likely to become practitioners 
hereafter. He hoped that society might assist them in their studies, and 
t enable them to form those habits of correct judgment which were 

9 t to practitioners in every branch of the law. And if he 
ight be permitted to add one other observation, it would be this, that 
and important as were the intellectual qualities which were required 
forthe practice of the law, in his opinion the moral qualities which were 
ired were of still more moment. It should be borne in mind that 
great powers rested in the hands of both branches of the profession. He 
t perhaps the larger share of power existed with what was some- 

times called the inferior branch of the profession, and nothing could be a 
blessing than a high-minded solicitor; whereas, on the other 
nothing could be a greater curse to the community than a low- 
minded mari who abused the ers and knowledge he had acquired in 
that profession. He was sure he could speak in that community without 
theslightest fear of offending anybody by these remarks, and he only 
made them because he was anxious to impress upon the younger 
members of the profession that, important as was intellectual training, 
the moral culture of the individual was far more important and more 
tonductive to ultimate success in the discharge of their responsible 


‘The Presrpent also responded to the toast. He said he had not been 
long amongst them—about three and a half years—and, during that 
time he had endeavoured to do his best among them, and he hoped Mr. 
(lifton’s warm terms in which he proposed his health might be taken as 
Windication that he had achieved that result to some extent. His object 
had been to do what every judge wished to do, and that was to do justice 
‘ourteously and kindly. It was impossible for a judge to do this unless 
hehad not only a bar or solicitors practising before him, but unless 
tey conspired with him to do justice ; and he had obtained that result, at 
an: The bar who dog were invariably kind and considerate, and 
Slicitors were invariably kind and considerate ; and he was glad to take 
that opportunity of thanking them for the kind way in which they got on 
together. It was extremely satisfactory to him, and he ho it was to 
to say so; but thet would not sufficient. A ju and 
Practitioners would not be sufficient if it were not for the machinery 
Worked unobserved by human eyes, and not brought prominently before 
the public, but. carrying on the machinery in such a perfect way. For 
that he was indebted to his excellent friends Mr. Harley, senior, and Mr. 
y, junior, and Mr. Wright. Their names had stood well in Bristol 
for so long a time that he did not wonder at the applause when he men- 
tioned them. They had not only undertaken their work well, but Mr. 
had gained the affectionate confidence of all the younger men. To 
the younger Mr. Harley he tendered his thanks for the way,in which he 
ad assisted him, and he also thanked Mr. Wright. If thefLord Justice 
a staff equal to his own in his court he might consider self one of 
the luckiest men in England. 
Mr. A. M. Mrt.arp proposed ‘The Legal Profession.” 
Mr. L. A. Goopzyz responded. 
ar. J. Miter (President of the Incorporated Law Society) also 
mded. He remarked that this year’s ‘‘ Law List ’’ showed there were 
Solicitors practising in Bristol at this moment, so that there was not 
room for very many more. They would have to take their turn for 
a, and must expect a due and honourable competition in the 
: Of life, 








Mr. H. F. Lawes proposed “The Bristol Law Students’ Society.”’ 

Mr. G. E. Weare (chairman of the committee) first responded, and 
remarked that the society was in union with the societies which existed in 
London and all other large towns throughout the eountry. He spoke in 
favour of a compulsory system of law lectures, and said it was most 
essential that this system of law lectures should not be left to individual 
members, but that there should be a teaching body in London. He advo- 
cated that a school of law should be established in London, and that in 
due course other schools of law should be started in various large centres ; 
and pending the latter steps being taken there should be extra mural 
lecturers, duly qualified and in communication with the Seliool of Law in 
London. 

Mr. Hotman Gracory mentioned that there were 100 articled clerks in 
Bristol, 68 of whom were members of the society. Out of their number 
one would think there would be something like a good attendance at the 
debates, but he was sorry to say the average attendance was not what it 
should be, and he thought the articled clerks were much to blame in the 
matter. In order to extend interest in the society’s proceedings it had 
been decided to offer prizes for essays on the law relating to master and 
servant, and he hoped this would lead to larger attendances. In conclu- 
sion the speaker argued in favour of an improved system of legal educa- 
tion, and said it was high time something should be done to this 
long-standing grievance. What should be done he would leave to others 
to say, but he thought they might adopt the system now in use in the 
medical profession, which combined practice with theory. 

Mr. P. W. P. Brrrron also responded, and urged the articled clerks of 
Bristol to attend the debates more regularly, 
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SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota oF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 








Court e 
Date. pow ay V.0. Bac, | Mi, Butiiee 
Monday, May ..sesseee. 28 Mr. Jackson Mr, King Mr. Koe 
Sas busnesi . 29 Cobby Merivale Clowes 
Wednesday....... . 30 Jackson Res Koe 
— eeseces seee " fe M Clowes 
riday, June ...0. 800 i Koe 
Sibel, (cc cpcenccamsss 2 Cobby oe Clowes 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Currrr. Norrs. Pz. Reson. 
Monday, May ....cccess 28 Mr. Lavie Mr. Farrer Mr. Ward 
Tuesday ......00 ccsccee Car Teesdale P 
Wedneaday....ccccsesese 30 Lavie arrer Ward 
Thursday ..ccoscesseese SL Car Teesdale 2 
Friday, June...sccsesess 1 Lavie ‘arrer Ward 
Veccccecces saves 2 Carrington Teeadale Pemberton 
TRINITY SITTINGS, 1883. 
COURT OF APPEAL. PP. ex pte. rel. 
Appeal Court, IT. bes and apps. from: 
Finch and tateteonter'an the Wed. .02...18 ee 
Chancery, and Divorce, and monn} Fh 
oa a aan Upieneea Di- Tm y 14 { BEY. apps. & also 
, the London Court, ursda| general requit 
and the County Palatine and Stemmasioa Friday ....15 —_ ae sg 
‘ourts. Sat ol 
ORDER OF BUSINESS. dena it| aes from the general list. 
App. motns. ex pte—Orgl uesday .., 
ins.—& . from ord: App. mote, ex 
Tuesdy,May22 por inbemocatory maine, » ords 
(separa‘e list) 


apps from list if requd. Bkey apps and 
Pe ee wat te oes) ee { Seams qosural ltt reanited 
TRUF. «++ 000 { toons ponent list if required | Friday, ....28 
Friday pte Sstarday <—- Apps from the general list. 
Saturday ...26 Apps. fom the general list. Monday eet 
Monday... 28 Tues, +0. P 
Tues. ..... 29 App. motns. ex a. 
App. motns. ex ple.—orgl, Wea or a pny - . . — 4 
ragnnr AR onl Batali wn ) Gecvarate lint), & also apps 
P - . 
bona | ny yA tr 
4o anpe. f om gene " 
Niet, itreqused. Thur aoe | Ly as 


Bkcy, apps. & als> apps. 
Thursday.. 31 {ie geceral list it required 
Friday, Jane 1 


Saturday .. 2 
Santi secs 4 Apps from the general list, 


Final and interlocutory appeals from. the 


Queen’s Bench Division, and i the 
sion (Admiralty). 





Tuesday .... 5. P 
A mots, ex pte~—orgl. 
ea enue ae ORDER OF BUSINESS. 
Wed g J orders ~ on ae, Mays? { mos pe pes 1. 
hangaa rs, tory mots. (separate Tuesdy, mots—and from 
and also apps from general mad; oa inalocae mots 
_ Mist if required. Wednes vt} Appeals for orders made on 
Thurwday .. | £ BRCY: apps & als» apps. inverlocuvory motions, 
Y + + from gevera: listif required | Tharsday ..24 
Friday .... 8) ea | sovee ion oe. 
Dlniday22._1¢-APDS fom the generalist. | Songay’...ca8( “Pe “om Ow ema 
Tuesday....12 Tuesday....29 
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App. mots. ex pte—orgl. 
mots,—and apps. from ords 
Wednday ..30 <{ made on interlocutory mots 
and also apps trom general 
list if required. 


Saturday .. : 
Tasste.. ee . 


ing ‘ane . 
Apps from the general list. 


App. mots. ex pte—orgl. 
mots—and apvs. from ords 

Wednesday 64 made on interlocutory mots 
and also apps from general 
list if required, 


Friday... 
turday .. 9 

Moeden. evell 

Tuesday....12 


Thorsday ... 
am from the general list. 


App. motaos, ex pte—orgl. 
mots,—and apps. from ords 
Wednesday, 13 ¢ made on interlocutory mots 
and also app: . from general 
list if required. 
Thursday ..14 
Friday See 
Saturday ..16 > Apps. from the general list. 
Monday...18 
Tuesday....19 
App motns ex pte—orgnl. 
motns—and apps. from ords 
Wednesday 20< made on interlocutory mots 
(ee: also apps. from general 


list if required. 
Thursday ..21 
Friday some 
Saturday ..23 > Apps. from the general list. 
Monday ....25 
Tuesday... 226 
App. motns, ex pte—orgnl 
mote.—and apps, from ords 
Wednesday. 27 < made on interlocutory mots 
and alse apps. from general 


required. 
Thursday ..28...Apps, from the general lis, 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION, 
» 
V.C. Sin JAMES BACON. 
nem Lapel -Mots. adj. sums. & gen. pa. 


Wi 
Taureday. 34 General paper. 
Sat., voses.,,26 oe POtns., sht. caus. & gen pa. 
Monday....28. -In Bankruptcy. 


§| ane paer. 
seme a 
Friday .... 8..«Motns. adj. sums. & gen pa, 


Satrdy...... 9..Pets, sht, causes & gen. pa, 
eeeell..In Bankruptcy. 

Taesday....12 

‘Wednesday. 13 >General paper. 

Thursday ..14 


y- 

Friday fer -Motns, adj. sum. & gen. pa. 
Saturday ..16..Pets., sht. caus.& gen. pa. 
imeetep -- “18. -In Bankruptcy. 

Tuesday ....1! 

Wednesday 20 General paper. 

Thars, ....21 

Friday ....22..Mote, adj. sumns. & gen, pa. 
Satorday ey snot. causes, & gen. pa, 


Feuawy. Bankruptcy 
Wed... tae ral 

phere ne i. 
Th ? pape! 

-. considerations will be taken as 
part @ general paper in priority to 
original Gn the —— have not already 

in 

y cause {to be heard as a short 
cause, must 


Chancery aie Iv. 
Ma, Justice KAY. 
Tuesdy,May22..Mots. & gen. pa. 


n ured io Paper 


Th 

Friday ....26..Pets., adj sums, & gen, pa. 
Sardy .... -Sbt. caus, & 

Mondsy -... ee 
7 eeeees General paper. 





mau “Bets _— pa. < 

y ae etns, sums, & gen. pa, 
Saturday ..16..Short caus., & ad. sums, 
Monday. ha, 

Tuesday..-.19 General paper. 

Wednes, ..20 

Thurs. ..-.21..Mots. & gen. pa. 

Friday ...-22..Petns, adj sums, & gen. pa. 
Satrdy, ....23..Skt. caus., & adj. sums. 


General paper. 


Thursday . a. -Motns, & gen. pa, 


Causes in which witnesses are to be exam- 
ined will be taken on Tuesdays and 
Wednesdays ; and causes without wit- 
nesses will be taken on Mondays, 
Thursdays, and Fridays; further con- 
siderations will be taken on Mondays. 

Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the 
same can i put in the paper to be so 
heard, and the necessary papers must be 
left in court with the judge’s officer the 
day before the cause is to be put into the 
paper. 

Court, III. 
Mr. Justice CHITTY. 
Tuesdy, May22 {ce Thyl, md, pt bd, and 
uesdy, May - DY!, pt 
motions g y: 
In re yr pt hd, Man- 
chester & Salford Bank v. 
Wed. 2000023 ns ry pt hd, In re 
National Ooffee Palace Co, 
limd, pt hd. 
Thursday ..24,. Adj. "yetitions. 
Friday ....25. aoe afi. 
ets., sht. caus., sums. 
Batardy,-...28{ (Procedare), & gen. pa. 
Mondsy ....20{ Tig cones dome. & non 
Causes with wits to be con- 
tinued on the same days in 
following weeks until the 
wae di ei ed, aerara 
it 

Thurnday = )seume ious sina 

ceeded with 


every week 
during the remainder of 
the sittings, 
Friday,June 1, oo & gen pa, 
Batday .... 2 5 wed ets, Bht. caus, adj. sumns. 


Procedure), and gen. pa. 
Monday... ee ‘ur cons., dems., & non- 


wit causes 
Wednedy : She 
nsdy «. neral pa 
Thursday . _— 


Friday . eee 8. .Motns. & gen. pa. 

Pets, sht. caus, adj., sumns. 
Saturday .. of (Proce egy ay agony 
Monday ....11 ee cons., dems. & non wit 


causes 
Tuesday....12 

Wedneday. 3} General paper 
Thursd . 


Friday ....15,. og & gen, pa. 
ets., sht. caus., adj. sums 
Bat, -eveee 16 ptt and gen. pa. 


Monday....18 Jey cons., dems., & non 


wit causes 
Tuesday ..19 
Wedns. ... - General paper. 
Thursd .... 
Friday, --.- "2. wr & gen. . pa. 
ets. ,sht. causes,adj. sums, 
Saturday 228 { Teer +9 Spestaiel, and nen. 9. 
Monday....25 toate cons., dems., & m0” 


Tuesday ..26 
Wednesday . General paper 
Thursday .. 

N.B.—See aad above as to witness and 
non-witness actions (May 29, 30 and 30). 
eS beagle gh oa 

general paper ty - 
a eager which have not already saaed 
Any cause Tntonded to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the cause-book 
at least one clear day before the same can 
be put in the paperto be so heard, and 
the necessary papers must be left in court 
with the judge’s officer the day before the 
cause is to be put in the paper. 


Chancery Court, II. 
Ma, Justice NORTH, 
ww Loy »May22 
Thereby’ 7194} General 
CT oe paper. 
Friday, ote 
Saturday ..26 


y- 
Monday oe i938 
Tuesday....29 

Wednesda, 


y 80 
manpage General paper. 
Friday, June 1 
Satardsy .. 2 
Monday .... 4 
mie’ | Taeedns . 5 
edne day. 6 
Tharedey ¥* 7 >General paper, 
Friday .... 8 
Saturday -. 9. 











Monday ....11 Frida ree iy ants Pete. af. 
Tuesday... 
Wed., .+00.13 Sat... ocads cous. Gigs. < 
Thursday ..147 General paper. Monday ...-11 yy; 
Friday ....15 Zoneteg..o- 18 General paper. 
Saturday ..16 Wednesday 13 
Monday....18 Thursday 7M, Motos. adj. sum, & 
Eg we Mga 2 Friday wooed {3 ce ee 

ay »<"\, General paper. & 
Thursday ...21 Saturday ..16..Adj. sums. & gen, pa, 
Friday ....22 Monday cornet : 
Sat., ..00+-23 Tuesday . General paper. 
Tucedny 2230 Reseestey 8 -Mots, adj, sumns & 

Ase General 4 1 os jumns 00. 9, 

Wednsaley . = aus Friday ....22 { Sit, caus, pete. adj. sumng, 

Lord Chancellor's Court. cate Sa ae 

Mr, Justice PEARSON. Tues. . «+0026 } General paper. 


Tussdy,May22 .Motns., adj. sums & gen. pa| Wed, ..-0+27 : 
Wednsday..23 Thursday ..28...Motns, adj. sums, & 
Thursday . “nt General paper. Ben.pa, 


Causes in ee ee : 
Friday ..0025 | gr aren sumns., BS % 


examined before — 

pa. taken on Mondays, an and 
Saturday ..26..Adj. sums, & gen. pa. Wed 3; and causes 
Monday ....28 nesses, and further conalsoraihane erations ik 
Tuesday....29 > General paper. be taken on Thursdays, Fridays, ang 
Wednesday 30 Saturdays. 
Thursday.. 31..Motns, adj. sum. & gen. pa. | Any cause intended to be heard as a shor 
cause must be so marked in the 





Sht, pong -» Dtns. adj.sumos. 
Friday, June! } nd in. Pa. book at least one clear day before ti 
— > oe . Adj. pat & gen. pa. a cl ie cream in the paper to be 
Monday .. heard, and papers must 
Tuesday... + General paper. be left in court: with rith the} audge’s Officer 
Wednesday 6 the day before the cause is to be put inty 
Thursday .. 7..Motns. adj. sum. & gen. pa the paper. 


COURT OF APPEAL. 
TRINITY SITTINGS, 1883. 
List oF APPEALS FOR HEARING. 
(Set down to Wednesday, 16th May, inclusive.) 


DIVORCE, AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION (PROBATE 
DIVORCE), AND THE COUNTY PALATINE AND STANN. 


cou 
For Judgment. 
Kaltenback and Co v Lewis and anr of plt V C B(cav May 8—presm! 
Lords Justices Baggallay, Lindle nk Bey Fry) 
General (for Hearing). 


1881. 
Samuel v Samuel app of plt from Jessel, M.R. June 7 


1882, 

In re The Potteries, Shrewsbury and North Wales Ry Co, and a fund in 
standing to the credit of the said Co app of L H Elkington and ors from } 
Justice Kay Feb 25 

Parkin v Chesterfield Union “a It By ik» ha si (not before June I) 

Hedgson v Mawer app of deft 

Pearson v Seligman app ¥ ” Chitty, 5 Nor a0 

Essex v Appleton app of deft Pearson, J 

+ v ‘Broad 8 — Station Dwellings and "Workshops Co limd app of Fe 

earson, 

In re Contract between James Bellamy and anr and the Metropolitan Board of 
Works and V and P Act oe of —. “yr of Works Kay,J Dec9 

Inre the Cwm Ricket and Maesnan of Mining Comqnay sat Gale Ai ap 
of exors of Joshua Moss Chitt ; ne 

In re Contract between Eliza M’ 

Act app of Elizs M A Marsh from Mr Justice Fry Dec 1 
King v Lucas app of deft from Mr Justice Kay Deo 15 
In re James B Palmer, and Trade Marks bet Act, 1875 app of v 


Bryant and anr from _ Justice vag 
» &o., limd and ms app of 


APPEALS FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION, THE Se | 


probiotic and Navy Provision Mark 
avy retideds Market limd ie Mr Justice Fry 
Inset re The Haven Gold ae Co, limd, and Co’s Acts app ‘of official liquidator 


from V C Bacon Dec 22 
Pate v The t Laks Valley of Switzerland Ry Co app of defts from Mr Justice 
i 
In re The Bles Bleckbarn and District Benefit Building Society and Co’s Acts app of 
Mary Walton from V C of County Palatine of of Lananehe Dec 29 





sess 
In re Warren’s Set 
Balinforth from Chitty, J Jan3 
Frazi v Dando 3 
Butcher v Pooler app of dette from V CB Jan & 
Scottish 
In og Lp Villiams, deod Earl of Eglinton v Williams app of deft from Chitiy, 
Greer vy Young app of H H Fanshawe and anr from . 
Drow v The Metropolitan Beard of Works app of defts from Mr. Justice Peart 


In re The Columbia Chemical F Manure, &c, Co. _ lend, and Cote Aste (a 
parte R neg B ans of Taglar rom from mes J 
Act, 1881 app of Emma J 
Warren from Fae T'3 Jan 2 
Birkinshaw v Tall app of 
ve of ope from Kay,J Jan 
In re The Colum gen Saaterys Memtinty Se, Oo, ead, and Go's. ” 
of liquidator from me 
Rollings v London Permanent Benefit Build Societ of 
tree Ker, J Janb ing . " 
In re ‘The British Guardian Life Assurance Corporation and Co's Act opp of 
Sir Edwin Pearson from Kav, J Jan 9 Sei 18 
an 
Wiles v Pickering app of deft from Pearson, J Jan 13 
In re Francis Randolph, decd, ane ” & 11 Vict. o, 96 of Francis Rash 
and ors from V C io 2 Soa 


ee ee ee ee ee ee a 





A Marsh and Earl Grenville ona V aig 


"i ee — ae 


weowem Sst sft eae 


low --)~— an oe ee ee 
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Rosell v Watts of defts other than Nathaniel Duckworth from V C Bacon 
Russell v Watts app of Nathaniel Duckworth from YC Bacon Jan 20 
re Will Trust s of Samuel Hone Showers, decd, and 10 & 11 Vict 96 app of 


from Mr Justice Fry Jan 26 ; 
spoig’s Extract of Meat Co, limd v George Hooper & Co app of pits from Mr 
- Spstice Field for Mr Justice Kay Jan 27 
Uae Bet ee app of plts from Mr Justice Field 
ustice an 
for Mr 3 Za Board of Works app of defts trom V CB Jan 27 
v and ors app of pltfrom VC B Jan 29 
Co, limd, & Co’s Acts app of official liquidator from V C B 


ees T Gourley from VC B Jan 30 


v Marks and ors 
Maynard from Mr Justice Field, for Mr Justice Kay 


Bennett app of 


Co app of deftsfrom VCB Feb 6 
v Chalmers app of rltsfrom VC B Feb8 
Corbett v Plowden app of plts from Baron Pollock for Mr Justice Pearson 
1 


0 
InreT paieaie, decd Boddington v Clairat app of plt from Mr Justice 
Feb 


yStromeyer app of deftfrom YC B Feb 13 
Bileston v Jones app of defts from V C of County Palatine of Lancaster Feb 14 


v Mason “pp of plt from Mr Justice Fry eb 14 
Jore John Brier, Brier v Evison app of defts from Mr Justice Chitty 
I 


[are The Milen Tramways Co ld & Co’s Acts app of official liquidator from 
MrJastice Kay Feb 19 

InreThe Quartz Hill Consolidated Gold Mining Co ld & Co’s Acts app of 
Afted Tocker from VC B Feb 21 

Rovian v Archibald app of deft from Mr Justice Fry Feb 22 

StoityMilne app of plt from V CU ot County Palatine of Lancaster Feb -23 
The Northern Counties of England Fire Insurance Cold v Whipp app of plt 
fom V U of County Palatine of Lancaster Feb 23 

Inw The Met Brush Electric Light and Power Co ld & Co’s Acts app of B 
Ollendorff from Mr Justice Chitty Feb 26 

Games v Bonnor app of deft from Pearson J Feb 26 

Wanen v Le Marchant app of pit from Mr Justice Kay Feb 27 

Kedly Walker app of plt from Baron Pollock for Mr Justice Pearson March 1 
Huty Hobbs app of pltfrom Baron Pollock from Mr Justice Pearson March 2 
Sgitev Hutchings epp of defts from VC B March 2 

lin J H Cameron, d Nixon v Cameron app of Louisa Cameron fron V C 
ofCounty Palatine of Lancaster March 2 

Gill y Woodfin app of deft from VC B March 3 

Franco vy Clarke app of deft W G Quihampton from Mr Justice Fry Mar 5 

Inre The Quartz Hill Consolidated Gold Mining Co ld and Co’s Acts (Young's 

of R Young from Mr Justice Pearson Mar 5 (Security ordered 


ie app 

3) 

The Auvergne Bituminous Rock and Paving Cv ld v Churchward app of defts 
Foster and anr from Mr Justice Fry Mar 5 

Malling v Miller app of plts from V C Bacon Mar 6 

Widdop v Pearson app of plt from Mr Justice Kay Mer 6 

In The International Financial Society ld and reduced and Co’s Acts app of 
PFF Strousberg from Mr Justice Fry Mar 7 (Security ordered Mar 13) 

Inte The Phoenix Chemical Works ld and Co’s Acts app of C T Gilbert from 

lam The Photoprepbie Cc “opera Supply Associ a 
te io Co- ive Supp ation Id and Co’s Acts a 

of the Co from Mr Justice Chi Mar 8 (Security ordered April 3) ” 

Ihre The Sumburgh Mining Co 1d and Co’s Acts app of Wm Oliver from Mr 
Tustice Chitty Mar 10 

Holyland vy Lewin app of deft from Mr Justice Chitty Mar 13 

Inte Sanderson, deod Wright v Sanderson app of pit from so much of decree 
of Sir James Hannen as pronounces for probate of codicil Mar 13 

Strickland v Spaces app of pit from Mr Justice Pearson Mar 14 

Woodhouse v Hargreaves app of deft from VC Bacon Mar 21 

Gihbings v Strong app of deft Burbidge from Mr Justice Fry Mar 21 

Bhram and anr v Favre and ors app of pits from judgt of Sir James Hannen 
turaling demr to defence and pronouncing against validity of paper writing 


_ Harrald, decd Wilde v Walford app of plts from Mr Justice Fry 
MoWan vy McNaughtan app of plt from V C of County Palatine of Lancaster 
TamChancellor, deod, Chancellor v Brown app of plt from Mr Justice Chitty 
Tn 1eBarner, decd, Morris v Potter app of dft from Mr Justice Chitty March 30 
Bayly v Gt Western Ry Co f pit from Mr Justice Chitty March 30 


app o 
te (a Inte The Deptiord Creek Bridge Co and Thomas Beavan—contract for sale— 
V&P Act, 1874 app of Deptford Creek Bridge Co from Mr Justice Chitty 


in court 
rom Mt 


ne 1) 


» of pit 
joard of 
a 9p 
and P 


mma J March 31 
Mreutnes Peace and Arthur Waller app of Sarah Ann Meakin from V C 
a Min Saclling app of plts from Mr Baron Pollock for Mr Justice Pearson 
tohas v Graham and anr spp of deft J Fildes from Mr Justice Kay April 2 
an Mie ite Belcher and 10 & 11 Vict cap 96 app of J GD Hastie from Mr Jus- 
Kiidewell ¥ Watson app of G Roberts and ors from Mr Justice Fry April 5 
Chitty, HE "te The Gold Co of Southern India, limd, and Co’s Acts app of E ¥ K For- 
Pr from Mr Justice Kay April 6 
opp "at app of T Davis and anr from Baron Pollock for Mr Justice 
’ imson v Couran app of deft C E Adams from V C Bacon April 6 
i’ matt v Sinclair app of deft from Mr Justice Cpitty April 7 
earwn ated v Laidlaw app of plt from V C Bacon April 11 


Inte The Butler's Wharf ‘0, limd, and Co’s Acta, Anderson v Butler’s Wharf 
ndolgh So, lima app of the liquidator from VC Ha'l Apeil 13 
: V Williams app of pits from V C Bacon April 13 





In re R L Bolton, decd, Hulley v Bolton app of F G Bolton and ors from V C 
of County Palatine of Lancaster April 16 

Harvey v Municipal Permanent Investment Building Society app of plt from 
evn Pollock for Mr Justice Pearson April 16 

Ladd v Puleston, Puleston v Ladd app of Puleston and anr from Mr Justice Fry 
April 17 

Cropper v Smith app of defts from Mr Justice Pearson April 18 

In re J F Rowlande, decd, Meakin v Rowlands app of defts from Mr Justice Fry 
April 19 

Scrutton v Jaquet app of deft E Ould from Mr Justice Pearson April 20 

In re The Liquidators of the London Jute Works, limd, and Francis Day—Con- 
tract—V & P Act, Ball v Day app of defts from Mr Justice Fry April 24 

Jackson : Wolstenholme app of plt from V C of County Palatine of Lancaster 
April 24 

Miller v Huddlestone app of Wm McMurray from Mr Justice Fry April 24 

Ormes v Bateman app of defts from Mr Justice Pearson April 24 

In re Foskett, decd, Waller v Foskett app of plt from Mr Justice Kay April 24 

In re R W Walford and T Hussey—Contract—V & P Act, 1874 app of T Hussey 
from V C Bacon April 25 

Cutler v Selby app of deft G T Selby from order of the late Master of the Rolls 
dated Dec 2, 1880 (set down by order) April 26 

In re Griffiths, decd, Griffiths v Lewis app of deft from Mr Justice Chitty 
April 27 

Kottlowell v Watson app of deft J Padgett from Mr Justice Fry April 28 

In re The Banda and Kirwee Bounty, Kinloch v The Queen and of 
State for India app of the Rev Alfred Kinloch from Mr Justice Kay April 30 

Miller v Huddlestone, Jackson v Huddlestone app of Wm McMurray from Mr 
Justice Fry April 30 

The Milford Docks Co v Lake app of deft from Mr Justice Pearson May 3 

= v Humphreys app of deft from Baron Pollock for Mr Justice Pearson. 

ay 3 

In ro The Devon and Cornwall Electric Light and Power Co, 1d app of the Hon 
F W Cadogan from Mr Justice Chitty May 5 

In re The Milford Haven Ry and Est Co ld and Co’s Acts app of the Milford, 
&e, Co from Mr Justice Fry Mav 7 

Howe v Smith app of pitffs from Mr Justice Kay May7 

Sutton v Sutton app of deft Mr Justice Chitty May 8 

Wicksteed v Biggs app of defts from Mr Justice Pearson May 8 

In re Wake’s Settlement and 10 &11 Vict c 96 appof H. W. Burt from Mr 
Justice Fry May 10 

Langen v Tate app of pitff from Mr Justice Chitty May 10 


From Orders made on Interlocutory Motions in the Chancery and Probate and 
Divorce Divisions. 
1883, 


Dreyfus & Co v The Peruvian Guano Co, limd app of The Peruvian Guane Co, 
limd, from order of V C B dated Jan 19 The Peruvian Guano Co, limd v 
Bockwoldt app of plt Co from order of V C B dated Jan19 Jan 20 

Dreyfus Bros and Co v The Peruvian Guano Cold app of defts from order of 
V C Bacon dated Mar 13 The Peruvian Guano Co ld v Bockwoldt app of pits 
from order of V C Bacon dated Mar 13 Mar 16 

Cosgrove v Maddison app of deft from V C B (abated by death of pit) Feb 8 

Phillips v Homfray app of deft Mary Fothergill from Mr Justice Pearson 
Phillips v Homfray app of plt from Mr Justice Pearson Mar 14 

Wharton v Boffin app of plt from Mr Justice Fry Mar 19 

Liardet v Hammond Electric Light and Power Supply Co, lmd app of defts 
from Mr Justice Chitty March 21 

In re Norwich Provident Assurance Society app of L C Alexander from V C 
Bacon March 22 

Graves v MscMardo app of deft from Mr Justice Fry March 22 

Hotham:v Tucker app of deft J A Young from V C Bacon March 28 (S O by 


consent 

Hutton v The West Cork Ry Co app of pitff from Mr Justice Fry April 4 

Humphreys v Jones app of pitfffrom V C Bacon April 5 

Chariton v Charlton app of Janet Charlton from order of Mr Justice Fry dated 
19th March, 1883 

Charlton v Chariton app of Janet Charlton from order of Mr Justice Fry dated 
22nd May, 1882 April9 (S O for seeurity for costs) 

Prestney v Mayor, &c, of Volchester app of pita from Mr Justice Pearson 
April 10 

Dickinson v Dickinson app of deft from Mr Justice Chitty April 11 

In re The Hoover Hill Gold Mining Co and Co’s Acts app of petnrs from Mr 
Justice Chitty April 14 

In re The Manor of Lowestoft and Gt Eastern Ry, &c, Act, 1878, and Lands C C 
Act, 1845 opp of R H Reeve from Mr Justice Kay April 16 

Ex parte The Gt Western ma Co—Lands C C Act, 1845—Oxford and Rugby Ry 
- — and In re R D Gough’s Will Trasts app of petar from V C Bacoa 
April 24 

Gray v — =< defis from V C Bacon April 24 

In re Llewellyn, decd, Davies v Browa app of pitif from Mr Justice K: 

Robins and ors v Stephens (Probate) argument of rule nisi for new 
tried by Sir James Hannen—rule refused by Divisional Court April 25 

Jennings v Deakin app of deft from Mr Justice Kay April 25 

Eleanor F Ellis v James Ellis (Divorce) app of respt in person from order of Sir 
James Hannen referring to Registrar to fix alimony pendente lite. April 26 

Annie H. Gladstone v Edward Gladstone (Divorce) app of resp from refusal of 
Sir James Hannen to vary Registrar’s report April 26 Annie H. Gladstone 
v Edward Gladatone app of dett E, Gladstone from Mr Justice Pearson for 
Mr Justice Kay April 6 i spp by order) 

Lybbe v Hart app of deft P. Hart from Mr Justice Chitty April 28 
ontefiore v Montefiore app of plt from Mr Justice Caitty April 30 

be 3 The —_— Fire Insurance Co, limd app of Edward from Mr Justice 

tty ay 

In re the Silver Hill Mining Co & Co's Acts app of Chas. Bridge from Vice- 
Warden of the Stannsries May 9 

Hyman Bros v Helm & Co app of pits from Mr Justice Chitty May 11 

The York City and County Banking Co v Tae Yorkshire Banking Co, lind app 
of defts from Mr Justice Chitty May 11 


Apr 24 
on 
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FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH AND PROBATE, DIVORCE, AND 
ADMIRALTY (ADMIRALTY) DIVISIONS. 
For Judgment. 
Fredk A Heaven v J D Pender, trading as West India Graving Dook Co (Q B 
Crown Side) app of pit from Justices Field and Cave on app from couaty 
court (ca v March 5—present Lords Jastices Brett, Cottan, and Bowen) 


1882. 
For Hearing. 

Pearse and ors v McDonald and aur app of deft McDonald from judgt of Lord 
Justice Bowen at trial June 5 Pearse and ors v McDonald and ane app of 
deft McDonald from order of Justices Grove and Mathew for new trial Jane 22 
Pearee and ors v McDonald and apr app of deft Mockford from judgt of Lord 
Justice Bowen at trial Jane5 Pearse and ors v McDonald and anr app of 
deft Mockford from order of Jastices Grove and Mathew for new trial June 22 
(pt hd Dec 12—present the Lord Chief Justice and Lords Justices Baggallay 

and Lindle 
igh + v Aavdaeniiie & anr spp of plt from judgt of Lord Justice Bowen at trial 


ug 9 
rp Mills, and Co v Armisbaw and anr appof plts from judgt of Lord 
Justice Bowen at trial Aug 9 
Salberg, Bros & Cov Moore app of plts from the LC J and LJ Brett (sitting 
Divisional Court) setting aside verdict obtained in Shoredit ch County Court 
Aug 18 
Shaw v Benson and anr, om &co app of pit from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew 
at trial at Leeds Aug 
Dixon v Hayton and anr = of plt from judgt of Mr Justice Day at trial at 
Liverpool Aug 29 
Thomas v The Amlurh Mutual Marine Insurance Co app of defts from judgt of 
Mr Justice Day at trial at Liverpool Sept 1 
Parkinson v The Junction Iron Works Co Ta app of pit from judgt of Mr Justice 
Day at trial at Liverpool Nov 1 
Cassaborlou v Gibb, Livingston & Co app of plt from judgt of Justices Manisty 
and Williamson spc Nov 16 
Cooper and anr vy Pritchard app of deft from judgt of Baron Pollock at trial at 
Westminster Nov 21 
Coverdale, Todd and Co vy Grant and Co app of plt from judgt of Baron Pollock 
after trial Nov 28 
Lion Matual Marine Ineurance Asson v Tucker appof plts from judgt of Justices 
Field and Williamson spc Dec 5 
White v Willoughby and ors app of plt from jadgt of Baron Pollock at trial at 
Westminster Dec 7 
Gilbey, extrix &c. v Jeffries Cavill, exor &c. v Jeffries app of pltff from judgt of 
Mr. Justice Field on demr Dec 8 
Williams v The Pontypool Gas and Water ns app of plt from judgt of Mr. 
Justice Hawkins at trial in Middlesex Dec 
Gorton v Macint»sh app of pit from jadgt of ; ustices Denman and North setting 
aside verdict and giving jadgt for deft act tried by Mr. Jastice Day at Liver- 
al Assizes Dec 21 
Pearsall vy The Brierley Hill Local Board app of pit from judgt of Lord Justice 
Bowen after trial at Gloucester D-c 21 
The Normanton Gas Co v Pope & Pearson, 1d app of defts from judgment of 
Justices Field and Williams on special case stated in action Deo 23 
Howard v The Union Bank of Birmingham app of plt from Justices Denman, 
Manisty end North setting aside verdict for plt and directing judgt for deft—act 
tried by Mr Justice Fry at Warwick Deo 27 
Coventry, ” Sheppard & Cov Great Eastern Ry Co app, . defts from judgt of Baron 
Pollock at trial without a jury at Guildhall Dec 2 
Midland Ry Co v Wilmington District Local Board ae of plts from judgt of Mr 
Justice North after trial at Manchester Dec 30 
1883. 
Voss and Co v East and West India Docks Co app of plts from jadgt of Baron 
Pollock at trial in London. Jan 2 
sy | v Philips and ors app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice Field on demr 


The Municipal Permanent Investment Benefit Society v Edwards and snr ap 
of plt from so much of judgt of Mr Justice Lopes at trial as relates to deft 
Kent Jan 8 The Monicipal Permanent Investment Buil Society v 
Edwards end anr app of deft Edwards from so much of judgt of Mr Justice 
Lopes at trial as relates to deft Edwards Jan 12 

The Gonnhertend Co-operative Building Society v The Furness Ry Co app of 
defts from judgt of ustices Field and Williams on special case Jan 9 
oward vy Maitland app of deft from jadgt of Mr Justice Day without a jury 
subject to reference astodamages Jan 12 

Milnes v Mayor, Ald ermen and Burgesses of the Borough of Huddersfield appof 
pit from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew on fur con after trial at Leeds Jan 12 

Mage © Sasa ae a app of pit from Justices Denman and North affirming 
dismissal before pleading of vexatious action with costs Jan 17 

The Municipal Elections Acte, 1872 and-1875 Henry and ors, petnrs v Armitage, 
respt app of petors from order of Justices Field and Williams dismissing petn 
to declare election for Town Council yoid Jan 20 

Castle v The peneyete » Lerecoveeeas Commissioners app of defte from jndet of 
* sotien amet and Baron Pollock on special case agreed upon at trial 

an 

Murray, Trustee, &0, vy Wi and ors, Satiee, & of from of 
Mr Justice Grove st trial in an 25 oc pe _ 

Milford and ers v Clode aoa deft hy “indgt of Lord Justice Baggallay at 
trial at Exeter Jan 30 

Parker v The First Avenue Hotel Co, limd. app of plt from jadgt of Mr Justice 
North at trial in Middlesex Feb 1 

Steam Tug “* The United Service”’ Cole v The Great Yarmouth 
Steam Tug Co, limd, Owners of ‘‘ The United Service” app of pit from jadgt 
of Sir RJ Phillimore Feb 1 (without Assessors) 

Oxford Guardians v Evans and anr (Representatives of the Colleges) spp of 
defts from order of Justices Field and Williams for mand we special case 
direc'ing levy of rate on Colleges for Election Petition Costs Feb 

a oS gine app of defte from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew at rial at Lewes 


Peckett and anr v Osbourne, G: &C f deft f ti 
Dep of tal ot age pon oT from judgt of Mr Justice 








Barlow v Accrington Victoria Permanent Building Society of 
Koights Justice yee erty pee sect cv) tant a 
ts, Stocks, \ aor (trading v of 
judgt of Mr J ustice Day at trial at Durham Feb 4! : 
tock v from judgt of Mr Justice Fila ot trial ot W, 
special jary Feb 27 ef 
oe app of pit from judgt of Mr Justice Day at trial 4 


arch 
In re Benjamin Hope, a pee app of Charles Clode from jndet of ay 
Manisty and Mathew March a ti 
ba me — ss v Si Tri'ton, & Co ae ry aha from Jy 
rove, Lopes, and Mathew setting aside jadgt at trial and gi a ; 
—Aoction tried by Mr Jastice Cave in London Marcn 13 4 Set mi 
Drake & Uo v Jardin & Co app of defts from Justices Lopes and — 
etre at trial and directing judgt for plt on claim and co 
The Silver Hill Mining Co v Bridge app of plts from ioe of Mr eal 
on claim and counter-claim at trial at Bristol March 1 
The Queen v The Chorchwardens of St Matthew, Bechaal Fioeaes Middlesex " 
of the Vestry of St Matthew from order of Baron Pollock and Baron B 
for pmenney mandamus March 17 
Stott v Fairlamb and ors (trastees of Fairlamb’s Estate) app ~ pit f 
of Mr Justice Denman on far con after trial at Leeds March 1 ne 
Burdick and ors v Sewell app of —_ from judgt of Mr Fastion Field 
after trial in London March 
i ., = v Peek, Bart app ot plt from judgt of Mr Justice Lopes at 


Bligh v "Simmons, app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Manisty at trial in 

jerex Marc ‘ 

The Queen v The oie Poor Law Guardians app of deft from order ¢ i 
Pollock and Mr Jastice North quashiog order of sessions March 30 

— v Trevor and ors app of defts from Justices Mathew and ¢ 

owe from county court March 30 

Intel re E F Hardwick, a solicitor app of Mr Hardwick from judgt of J 
Cave and Day, striking applicant off the rolla Maroh 31 sued 

The Mayor, &o, of Portamouth (acting as Urban Sanitary Authority ri 
Borough) v Smith and ors app of defts from jadgt of Lord Justice i 
far con after trial March 31 

sees eee andanr app of pits from judgt of Mr Justice Manisty a 

arc. me 

Cooper v Zeffertt app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Stephen at trial in a 
dlesex April 2 BS 

Felgate and avr v Barnes app of defent from jadgt of Mc Justice 8 
trial in Middlesex April 3 a 

Svendsen and ors, Owners of the Olaf Trygvaeon, v Wallace Bros appeté 
from jadgt of Mr Justice Lopes on fur con after trial in London Aprild” 

Burton and Co v English & Co. app of plt from jadgt of Justices Cave anil 
on special case April 3 ? 

The Queen v Metropolitan Ry Co app of deft from order of Barons Poll 
Huddleston for mandamus to erect cable telegrapa wires Aoril 3 # 

Johnstone v Pillans and Co, limd app of pits trom judgt of Mr Jastice F 
trial in Middlesex April 10 : 

The Mayor, &», of the B rough of Salford v Clowes app of deft from j 
Mr Justice Watkin Williams on far con after trial at Manchester April 

ere g ty v Hale app of pit from judgt of Mr Jus:ice Cave at trial in ; 
Ap 

Rees v Quenerdu Aine app of deft from judgt of Master of the Rolle ot 
Glamorgan April 13 

Whalley v The Lancashire and Yorkshire Ry Co app of deft from inagtab 
Justice Day at trial in Lancashire April 

The Leeds and County Bank, limd, v Walker app of deft from Mri 
Denman on far con after trial at Lecde. April 13 ‘ 

The —— Iron and Coal Co, limd, v Gielgud app of deft from judgt 
Justice Field on fur con after trial in Middiesex April 16 

The Widnes Metal Co v The Elliott’s Meal Co, limd app of defts from j 
of Mr Justice Kay at trial without a jury at Liverpool April 19 # 

Hawley v Lee app of deft from Mr Justice Kay at trial at Liverpool ; 

Wagstaff v Lord ton and i app of pit from judgt of Mr Tustice J . 
trial in Middlesex April 26 ‘8 

Action remitted to County Court, Crowther v Thorley app of plt from jadgi 
a “eri and A L Smith, reversing jadgt of Huddersfield County 
for pit ay 1 

The Sea Saomenes Co, limd, v Hadden and anr wer s of plts from jndgt 
Justice Day on fur con after trial at Liverpool M , 

The Warrington Waterworks Co v loaner app of hits from judgt of 
tice Fie d on app from county ct May 3 w 

On English Information and Answers, Attorney-General v Hubbuck and aaté 
of defts from decree of Barons Pollock and Huddleston and Mr Justice Naw 

Gibbs and ora v Gt Western Railway Co app of plts from judgt of 
Field and Mathew on app from County Court May 8 

Hutchinson v Woodhams (sued, yay Ae app eps from yindgt of Mr Justice 
allowing defts demurrer to whole clai 

The London and North-Western Ry Co" v Seu app of deft trom judgt of Su 
Watkin Williams and Mathew ang 9 
The Queen on the Prose 'u'ion of the Southborough Burial Board v The 4 oh 
secre of the Parish of Tunbridge app of prosecators from judgt of Jum 
Field and Mathew on special cace retusing mandamus May ¥ 

Haigh v The Royal Mail Steam yates Co app of pit from judgt of 
Cave and Day on demorrer May Fett 

Shoolbred v Hindle app of plt from, 5 ustices Grove and Smith aw" 
dict and directing entry of judgt for deft Hindle action tried by Mr. am 
Key at Manchester May 12 ie 


FROM PROBATE, DIVORCE, AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION. 
(Probate and Divorce.) 
For Hearing. 
In Appeal Court II, 
1883. 


In re Sanderson, deod Wright v Sanderson (Probate) app of plts froms0 
of decree of Sir James Hines as ned for Be fr Patol Mab 
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‘ie Favre and ors (Probate) app of pits from judgt of Sir J: 
iP cling oar © Wetlaat pad proncanslog fot a welldlty- of paper 


4 Mar 28 : 

ora y Stephens (Probate) argument of rule nisi for new trial—action 
vay a James H Paine by Divisional Court April 25 

Ellis 





set Henuen referring to to fix alimon dente lite April 26 
Tn Hearne v Edward Gladstone (Di Age 
James Hannen to vary Registrar’s Report April 
(Admiralty). 
Without Nautical Assessors in Appeal Court I. 


tise jndet of Sir R J Phillimore Feb 1 
The Hope (Liverpool) James McVie and anr v Owners of The Hope app of 
defts from interlocutory order of Sir R J Phillimore March 8 


With Nautical Assessors in Appeal Court I. 


Aleags ay 1982. 
a Ship Calvilla The Owners of the Comect and ors v The Owners of The Calvilla 
It from iy and freight app of defts from jadgt of Sir R J Phillimore Dec 19 
;Benares The Owners of The a v The Owners of the Benares and 


d onterell nicht app of the defendants from jadgt of Sir R J Phillimore Deo 19 
fp Ship Breeze The Owners of the Oscar and ors v The Owners of The Breeze and 
Opes athwaee freight app of defts from jadgt of Sir R J Phillimore Deo 19 


1883. 
Mammoth The Royal Exchange Shippinz Co, ld v The East and West 
Dock Co app of defta from judgt of Sir R J Phillimore March 5 
Malwa Cayzer, Irvine & Co, Owners of Clan Forbes v The Peninsular and 
“Sia Steam Navigation Co, Owners of the Malwa app of plts from jadgt of 
SiR J Phillimore March 5 
hern Star Geo Butchard and ors, Owners, Master and Crew of Steam 
g Wellington v Owners of the Beraee Northern Star her cargo and freight 
of pits from jadgt of Sir R J Pbillimore March 7 , 
sli Holme Owners of Medea and ora v Owners of Alne Holme app of 
from judgt of Sir R J Phillimore March 13 
jAloe Holme Owners of Cargo of the Medea v Owners of Alne Holme app 
‘Gédefts from jadgt of Sir R J Phillimore March 13 
Ship Lancaster Glover Bros and ors v Owners of the Lancaster, cargo and freight 
of defts from juigt of Sie R J Phillimore March 21 
Asia Thorne and Co and ors v The Owners of the Asia app of plte from 
of Sir KJ Phillimore April 19 
ta The Gt Kasten Ry Co and ors v The Owners of The Carlotta, 
rn freight app of plts from judgt of Mr Justice Butt April 26 
‘.B.—The Admiralty appeals with agsessors will be taken on special days to be 
by the court. The non-assessor cases are placed in the list for hearing 
in the order of date of setting down. The Probate and Divorce Appeals will be 
taken with the Chancery Appeals in Appeal Court II. 


trom Orders made on Interlocutory Motions in the Queen’s Bench and Admiralty 
Divisions. 


1882. 
The Queen on the Prosecution of R M Kerr, Esq, Judge of City of London Court 
v Benjamin Scott, Eeq (Chamberlain) and Treasurer of City of London Court 
R M Kerr, Eeq from Justices Field and Caverefasing mandamus July 3 

0 until mentioned) nen 


Inman Action commenced in Lord Mayor's Court Kayser v Parker app of 
¥ from Justices Hawkins and Stephens dismissing applon for bn Jan 10 
vOppenheimer app of defts from Justices Manisty and Stephen refusing 

order for rejoinder of plt’s husband as co-plt Feb 14 (security ordered) 
and anr v Marciott and aor app of pits from Baroa Pollook and Mr 
Maniety refusing to make ts executors defts Feb 14 Turner 
aor v Merriott and anr app of pits from Baron Huddleston and Mr Justice 
North dismissing action against deft Jordan for want of proscn Mar 22 (ad- 


fs by order) 
& Son v Levy & Co ment of rule nisi granted by Court of Appeal as 
ce ieee and w evidence Carara & Son v Levy & Co argument 
bisi granted by Divisional Court as to excessive damages—to be argaed 
ee coor ase teens ele: f J G Li and Manisty 
pe app of pits from of Justices Grove, Lopes, 
w trial—action thied Baron Huddleston Feb 27 
Gib argument of role nisi for new trial granted by Court of Appeal 
tried by Mr Justice North—raule refused by Justices Grove, Lopes and 


‘eb 28 
Turner app of plt in person from rule nisi discharged by Justices 
pe and Mathow—aeton ted by the Lord Chief Justice at West- 


Liverpool) James MoVie and anr v Owners of the Hope app 
interlocutory order of Sir R J Phillimore March 8 
v Stenton and ors app of from judgt of Justices Cave and Day on 
Special case sta:ed in the matter of a garnishee order nisi March 10 
Newell v Buttifant and anr argument of rule nisi granted by Court of Appeal 
malarefasea by Justices Lopes an@ Mathew action tried by Mr Justice Williams 
Freer v Mason & ant app of defts from Justices Cave and Day deciding for 
irr Riis cael aibelies 42s tet tor wow ital dlashanged by Sesh 
v app ‘om rule n new ces 
mia Mathew—action tried by Mc Justive Stephen March 15 . 
v Burton (Benja Blaiberg ol’) app of claimant from order of Justices Cave 
tory ed on op shoe oettte aside on ¢ ocle Marek 19 a 
ge a deft from Justices and Mathew dischargin e 
disi fur new Iriel hetion tried by Mr J astion’ Mentety Mar 22 ; 
Oranington v Gt Northern Ry Co app of pit from order of Justices Cave and 
y co. Periyar gl Mar 22 FORD oP 
Marmot mith and Sons app of defts from rule okt tee» Jus- 
tices Grove, Lopes, and Mathew—action Se first time by Baron uddleston 
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v James Ellis (Divoro+) app of rasp in person from order of Sir | 


vorce) app of resp from refusal of Sir 
di 26 . | Crowther v Deakin and ors app of defts from refasal of Justices Williams 


3 United Service J L Cole v Great Yarmouth Steam Tug Cold app of’ 


Compagnie Financiere et Commerciale du P v Peruvian Guano Co, li F 
app of deft Cofrom Justices Grove ani N aside order ieadng 
notice or trial and stay of cation wntil aps te Howse. 1 Aoril 4 
Story v Biain app of defts from Justices Williams and Cave dismissing applica- 
In re Jo ot bee 2 Solicitor f J C Stogdon i from order 
n re John Cole S:ogdon, a app o' in p*rson from 
of jection Wiliams aad Mathow fr delivery of bila cont and detailed cash 
accoust Apri 


Mathew to direct entry of verdict for deft-—action tried by Mr Justice 
at Liverpool April12 (not befors May 30 by consent! 

In re Meserg Sutton and Elliott, Solicitors of Supreme Court (Ex parte James 
Joseph Bleackey) app of Messrs Sutton and Elliott from Justices Grove aad 
A L Smith directing delivery of bill of costs — April 26 

Davi-s v Shaw app of pit from Justices Watkia Williams and Mathew ordering 
judgt signed to stand and directing trial of issue April 26 

Hind v Brand app of plt from Jastices Field and Mathew confirming order for 
dismiss.l of action April 28 

MecMoenn v North-Eastern Ry Co app of defts from order of Justices Grove and 
Lopes for new trial—action tried by Mr Justice Cave at Durham May 2 

Arbroath v North-Eastern Ry Co app of defts from order of Justices Grove and 
Lopes for new trial—action tried by Mr Justice Cave at Darham May 2 

Batchelor v Fortescus app of deft from Justices Grove and A L Smita discharg- 
ing - nisi for new trial—action tried in Middlesex by Mr Justice Lopes 

a 

Hind’v Brett and ors app of plt in person from order of Justices Watkin 
Williams and Mathew May 7 

Tonks and Son v Sawers and five other actions app of Mortimer Jones from Jus- 
tices Grove and Field refusing to restrain payment under garnishee orde:s 


May 8 

Thorne and anr v Wooley app of deft from order of Justices Grove and Stephen 
for new trial—ac'ion tried in Middlesex before the Lord Chief Justice May 11 

Pritchard and anr v Baron Windsor app of pits from rule nisi discharged 
Justices Grove and A L Smith—action tried at Cardiff before the Master of the 
Rolls Muy 11 

Pritchard nae aor v Baron Windsor argument of rule nisi for new trial granted 
by Court of Appeal—to be argued with appeal from Divisioaal Court by order 

Bradlaugh v Newdegate app of deft from jadgt of the Lord Chief Justice 
directing inquiry before Official Referee as to plt’s costs of action May 12 

In re an application by the Gt Western Ry Co for Writ of Prohibition against the 
Halesowen Ry Co app of the Halesowen Ry Co from order of Justices Grove 
and A L Smith for writ of prohibition May 16 

In re Mr A Freston, a Solicitor app of Mr Freston from Justices Grove and 
Stephen refusing discharge from prison May 16 


FROM THE LONDON BANKRUPTCY COURT. 


In re Lyall and Co Ex parte Waterhouse (pt hd May 11, 

' lee qoute Baggallay, Linde? 
ry 

Ia re Lyall and Co Ex p:rte Auchincloss (pt hd Mey 11 

” Lorde ayes Baggallay, por hcg 
and Fry, 

In re Shrubb Ex parte Shrabb (pt hd May Ll, by 
Lords Justices Grecallay, 3 
and Fry 

In re Wood parte Ha 

In re Bird Ex parte Hill 

in re Rymer Ex parte Gasquet 

In re Englehardt Ex parte Engiehardt 

In re Harvey Ex parte Coller 

In re Johnson Ex parte Barton 

In re Murrell and ors Ex parte Lovering and anr 

In re Wilton Ex parte Arnall 

In re Tucker Ex parte Tucker 

In re Lewis Ex parte Helder, Roberts, and Co 

In re McHenry Ex parte McHenry 

In re Pryce Ex parte Abbott 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Truintry Sittings, 1883. 
Causes for triel or hearing. 
(Set down to Wednesday, May 16th, inclusive.) 
N.B.—By Order dated May 14th, Righty Causes were transferred from the 
Chancery to the Queen’s Bench Division—namely :— 
Sixteen from Vice-Chancellor Bacon ; 
‘Twenty-two from Mr. Justice Kay ; 
Twenty-six from Mc. Justice CuittyY ; 
Sixteen from Mr. Justice Psaxson. 
They will be tried with Queen’s Bench Actions without Juries, and on reference 
will be found placed in that List for trial in due course, 
Before Vice-Chancellor Bacon. Cardiff, &c, Coal Cov Cory act, wits 
Causes for Triai (with witnesses and | Jones v Swith aot 
without witnesses). Iure Newman Newman vy Jaques act 
Neck v Moore act, wits Koglish v Murray act, wits 
In re R »bersoo, Campkin v Barton act | Smish vy Andrews wits 
Hammond v Lord Ashburton act Ia re Fatcher, Fatcher v Futcher act, 


wits 
Transferred from Mr. Justice Fry, Mr. | Geere v Universal Steam Tram Car Go 
Justice Kay, ana Mr, Justice Chitty, act, wits 
by order daved 17th Nov., 1882. Whiter v Gill act, and counter-claim 
Jones v Gt Kastern Ry Co ac’, wits pt hd 
In re Godfrey, Godfrey v Faulkaer aot, | Western v Marke aot, wits set down 
wits sinc: transfer 


Vickerman v Longbourne act, wits 

Grant v Worshipfal Company of Bakers Set down since Transfer. 
act, wits Rogers v Rogere m fj 

In re Nation Nation vy Hamilton act ' Kay vy Wright mfj 








v Munster of plt from order of Justices Grove and Lopes for new trial 
—totion by Mr Justioe Field at Lewee April 4 — ; 
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Kay v Wright mfj 
Shurman v Sedgwick act 

Berridge fur con and sumns 
Cosgrove v Cox m fj (short) 
Watron v Jobnson act 
Matthews v Longmore m fj 
Laurence v Cohen act, wits 

In re W H Hodges, Hughes v Dean act 
Dale v Smith, act witns 

United Ports &c Co v Liewellin act wits 
Watkins v Barham act witns 
Collins v Collins act 
Watkins v Land Securities Co &c act 


witas 
Bell v Sunderland Working Men’s Socy 
&o act 


Watkin vy Newcomen m f j 

Hinde vy Archer m f j 

Chaston.v Archer act witns 

Charles v Jones_m fj & motn pt hd 
In re S Dendy, Watney v Smith m fj 
Lemaitre v Kidston act witns 
Goodman v Randall act, wits 


Transferred from Mr. Justice Fry, and 
Mr. Justice Chitty, by order dated 
February 22nd, 1883. 

oes ees act 
usgrove v Turner act 

In re Arbon, Arbon v Burt m f j 

In re Mercer, Ranyard v Lake m f j 

In re J Crump, Bryan v Marston m f j 

Sutcliffe v Trembling act & m f j 

Wykeham v Musgrave m f j 

Parker v Heeks act & m f j 

In re E S Dawes, Darton v Allen act 

Prince v Prince act wits 

Maltine & Co v Clarke & Co act 

Gibbons v Barnett m f j 

In re James, Garbutt v James act 

Smith v Tennant act & m f j 

In re M E Anstie, Chetywynd v Morgan 
act & m f j 

London Financial Assocn v Kelk act, 
wits (not before June 12) 

Hoare v Stephens m f j wits 

Vv act wits 

Webb v Smith and Goldsmith act wits 

Inre J Harris, Harris v Harris act wits 

Inre G Harrison, Harrison v Parry 
act wits 

Caruncho v Goldschmidt act 

Winter v Ind Coope & Co act wits 

Ww v Green act wits 

Watson v Cornell mf j 

In re M Palmer, Skipper v Skipper act 
&mftj wits 

Stamford & Bkg Co v Graves act wits 

Senior v Whitely m f j 3 

Lord Beresford v Fletcher act &mf j 

Heywood v Malialicu act wits 

Huggins v Hamlyn act wits 

Marshall v Reynolds act wits 

Morris vy Baker act wits 

In re W Robinson, Thompson v Robin- 
son act wils 

Fane v Dalton action wits 

Wallis v Jackson mf j 

In re Weare, Ikin vy Mackenzie act 

v Sykes act wits 

De Manin v Burton act wits 

Saenen9 Smith, Smith v Upperton 

wits 


Helps v Jukes act wits 
Fitzmaurice v Kelly act wits 
Downs v act 


rheodk s Dee. 
In re J. Hall stmough v Snaith fc 
Philips v Phillips mf 

In re Bil Poors v Apps fc 
Yeotb v Laws act wis 

in re Karl of Lonsdale West London 
Comml Bk la y Lowther act wits 


Durran v Durran fo 

v Prudential Assurance Co, 

ld act wits 
In reGadd Eastwood v Clarke fc 
Williams, Cooper & Co v Shoolbred fo 
Blomfield v Biomfield act wits 
In ae Cottman Kelland v Gilbert act 
ts 


In re Sloper Harris v Morgan fc 

In re Geo Clark Maddick v Marks fo 

Balcombe v Sawtell act 

In re Child Childy Child fo 

In re Atkins Atkins v Atkins fo 

Wood v Silcock act 

Jackson v Astley act wits 

In or Storey v Eaton act and 
mtrj 


Adjourned Summonses. 

The Cardiff &« Ry Co v Cory (expte T 
Cory & aur) 

Same v Same (expte defts) 

Bothamley v Weigel (ex pte E A 
Weigel) pt hd 

Same v Same (ex pte R H Moore) pt hd 

In re The Brighton Livery Stables Co 
(expte Offord) pt hd 

Same v Same (paymt of call) pt hd 

De Mora v Concha 

In re C R Jones and Settled Land Act 

London Financial Assocn v Kelk 

In re Fivnis and V and P Act, 1874 (ex 
pte J Quested and anr) 

Same v Same = pte Trustees of Tower 
Ward Schools) 

In re Maisey Maisey v Maisey expte plt 

InreSame Samev Same expte deft 

Barber v Williamson Hodgson v 
Williamson 

Barber v Williamson 

Browa v Burdett 

In re St Jobn St John v St John 

In re The Great Wheal Polgooth limd, 


& 
Hathaway v Hathaway 
In re The Continuous Brake & Co’s 


Acts 
In re Watkins Watkins v Williams 
Milner’s Safe Co v Turner 
~~ The London Metal and Chemical 

‘oO 

Phillips v Chapman 
In re Jopling Coppin v Maugham 
Kobinson v Robinson 
Same v Same 
Owen v Falkner 
In re The General Financial Bank 1d 
In re Holmes Wright v Weatherhead 
Harrison v Leutner 


Before Mr. Justice Kay. 

Causes for Triai (with witnesses.) 
Glen v Glegg act 
Esdaile v Payne act 
Westaway v Hedger act 
Carey v Birch act pt hd 
Minnberson v Furnace act 
Inglis v Combe act 
Crosse v Waller act 
Howe v Stainforth act 
Shoolbred v Edwards act 
Nicol vy Beaumont act 
Bliss v Ricketts act 
Leverett v Stearn act 
In re Byrom, Moss v Byrom act 
Lancaster Banking Co v Brogden act 
Seagrave v Kelly act 
Hoyne v Kelly act 
Hobbs v Lacey act 

re C b P Cc 


act 
Watson v Christie act 
Chester vy Goble act and m fj 
Bullock v Richards act and m fj 
Stibbard v Black act 


 aonghe Powell act 
ear v Johnson act 


King v Lucas act 

Martin v Collyer act 

Cosby v Watson act 

In re Stainer Stainer v Joyce act 
Nickinson v Meredith act 
Sheffield v Halli 





her v Croucher 





act 

New Cenwrifagal Creamer Co v Hald & 
Co uct 

| “— v Kirgswoll & Parkfield Culls Co 


net 
In re Marsden Gibbs vy Layland act 
InreLaw Lawv Law act 








Arnold v Hughes act & m fj 

Gane v Myers 

Edwards v McClure act 

Hill v Renardson act 

Cull v Gudgeon act 

Greening v Ince act 

Newton v Edwards act 

—e - Brown act 
anney v Morgan act 

Corrie v Allen, R_ act 

Corrie v Allen, GJ act 

Hamilton v Hambleton act 

Blair v Stock act 

Surrey Commercial Dock Co v Stotes- 
bury act 

Morris v Beal act 

Brady v Dove Dovev Braty act 

Inre GE Boyes Boyes v Carritt act 

Smith v Bennett, Bennett v Smith act 

Readiogs v Woodall issues 

Young v Harris act 

Roberts v Oppenheim act 

Williams v Johnstone act 

Priestly v Jagger act 

Blood v Mulville act 

Harwood v_ Blackwell Blackwell 
Harwood act 


Lewis v Aberdare &c Co act & m fj 

In re Henley, Henley v Leader act m fj 

Stigand v Stigand act 

Thompson v Thompson act 

Wartnaby v Marriott act 

Snow v Whitehead act 

The Roppoltsweiler Stasseneisnbahn 
Gessellschaft v Mulhausen Trams Co 
Id act 

Ellis v Regers act 

Meux v Lord Tweedmouth 

Parratt v Hamp act 

Ebbetts v Booth act 

Newstead v Tennant act 


Causes for Trial (without witnesses). 
In re W White JubyvJuby demr 
Gore v Germon demr 
Bacon v Camphausen act 
Mules v Jarvis act 
Barnard v Groves m fj 
In re T. Davies, Bedlake v Pascail sp o 
Sheffield v Hall mf j 
Walker v Bunkell act 
In re Stansfield Mallinson v Rhodes 

spc and m f j pt hd 
Fane v Yeatman act 
Bocket v Wybourn mfj&seums 
InreGlyn GlynvGlyn sc&mf j 
Walker v Brunkeli m fj 
In re Brown O’Halloran v King sc 
In re Andros Androsv Andros sc 
In re J Hamlyn In re WT B Hamlyn 

Hamlyn v Hamlyn act 
Chester v Chester act 
Ramekill v Edwards m fj 
Garratt v Pearson act 
In re Foote Pope v Worthington act 
In re Timmo Sartoris vSartoris mfj 
Hankey v Martin act 
Paget v Tollemache act & sums 
In re J Rownson Field v White mf 
Co of Northam Bridge Roads v Nati: 

Liberal Land Co m 3 & mtn 
Inre Musson Davy v Harris ac 
Inre Eyre Eyrev Eyre mfj 
In re L Keller Keller v Keller 
Paul v Paul act 
In re Franco Herbert v Tait mfj 
The Vasa Murrhina Glass Co v Hill act 
Lloyd v Thomas act 
In re i Davies v Brown act 
Westfield v Burnham act 
Burnham v Wilkins act 
In re Luddy Peard v Morton act 


8c 


In re Smalley Smalley v Smalley act 
Baldwin v greaves act 
Russell v Vi act 


Usher v Ha: act 
Bond v English & Scottish Bldg Sooy 


act 
In re Smyth Fookes v Barnes act Fw 


In re be the Ba be ene Bec (sht) 
Griffith v je Reversionary 
Interest act 


act 
In re Whitworth Whitworth v Whit- 


worth act (short) 
Lloyd v Trustees of Morgan Jones act 
Frere v King’s College act 












Farther Considerations, 
Forrar v Sidebottom fc & sumng 
In re Collins Stoker v Stoker 

bottom v Stoker fc it. 
De Busache v Alt fc & sumng 
De la Pole v Dick fc z 
Inre Tally Tally v Walker f, 
fo 





















In re Barratt Oates v Barratt 

In re Livesey, Baron v Aspien {g 

In re Temple, Temple v Kingston ; 
aud sumns ‘ 

In re Proctor, Mosely v Prostor £9 

In re Piggio, Smith v Smith f ¢ Guy 

In re Grainger, Grainger v Grainger {, 

Ia re Edwards, Edwards v Edwacdy fr 
& sumnus 

Collom v Hockly fc 

Golden vy Shaw fe 

Cleasby v Cleashy fc 

In re Saunders Masters v Saunders { 

In re Kirkpatrick Kirkpatrick vy Kin 
patrick fc & sums 

a J. J. Morden Morden y 


c 
Wood v Ainley fo ‘ 
In re E. Eltor. Elton v Head f¢ 
In re Edwards Edwards v Williams { 
Attorney-Gen v Wall fo 
In re Brown Milne v Barr fo 
In re Cresswell Parkin v Cresswell fj 
— v a = c aa : 
ure Green Graham v Hornidge {i 
Fletcher v Lovinge fc 
In re Baker Baker v Baker fo 
In re Sichel Sichel v Sichel fo 
Webb v Lyle fc “4 
Cuthberteon v Palmer fc & sums 
Lowden v Brett fc ; 
Fletcher v ee a fc 
Clowdesley v Mundy fo 
JebbvJebb fc ‘ 
In re Hill Hillv Lander fo 
Adjourned Summonses, 
Evans v The Mona Mines, limd 
Lee v Cranidge pt hd 4 
Digby v Jones Jones v Digby Dig 
v Jones 5 
In re Solomon’s Estate Levy v Ji 
Craven v Ingham (ex pte E Cra’ 
Craven v Ingham (ex pte O Craven) 
In re J Bennetts’ Estate In re 
Bennetts’ Estate Bennetts v Pi 
burthy . 
In re City of London Co-op 
Assocn, limd e 
In re Williams, Slack, & Son, limd | 
Greening v [nce 
ln re Joha Walker's Trusts & Sail 
Land Act, 1882 y 
In re Cornwall Minerals Ry Co &¢ 


Acts 
In re The Romford Canal (Tricks 

claim { 
In re Same Len hy claim) 


In re Same (Carew’s claim) a 
In re Lulham’s Estate Brunton v a 
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Worsley v Levy 
Waynes Merthyr Co v Powell's D 
Steam Coal, &c, Co ¢ 
In re Farber to Davis & V & P At 
In re Hallett to Martin & V & P J 
Bund v Green A 
Corrie v Allen, R. 
Same v Reddia 3 
Groom v Groom 3 
In re J. Roberts’s Estate Willia 
Werutia Republi of P. ; 
eguelin v of Peru a 
In re The Basye Consuld Silver Mig 
Co & Co’s Acts (ex-official lic 
In re Same (expte James Bell) 
In re French’s Estate Love ¥ 4 
(expte Mra M. Reeves) a 
In re G. E. Wells and Settled lam 
‘Ac e 


ly 
In re Rutherford Drew v Weston 
In re Jones & ore, solicitors ( 


of coste 
In reEden Eden v Sutton 
In re Groves Barnard v Groves __ 
Barrow v Smith (expte Richard " 


son 
Davey v Harman 
In re Vioall’s Estate Vinall 


barn, a The Jacksonville Peat 
cola Ry Co r 


Before Mr. Justice CHITTY. 

Causes for Triat (with ; 

Stevenson v Hooper ad sums 
by order 
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Jemes Truman’s Est Dawbarn v 
n adj sums 
Mason act 
Taylor's Estate Taylor v 
Hodgeon’s claim) adj sumns 
Indian Mammoth Gold 
Ly 
wles (Nash’s case) adj 
witns by order 
of Norwich v Browne act 
v Alcock act 
v Whale act 
Mining Cov Hamilton act & 
gamns (transferred from Q B Division) 
Road Loan Society & Co’s 
( "a claim) adj sumns 
with wits by order 
pre Adams, decd Adams v Adams 
st (1881—A—1, 165) : 
yskbouse V Robson act & m fj 
‘Nigby V-Evans act 
igre Elizabeth Doble Doble v Doble 


act 
Diblev Doble act 
js Jones’ Trade Mark adj sums 


’s Trade-Mark (re-transferred 
fom V C Bacon) 
on v Poland act 
gv The Lewis Merthyr Nava Co 


W act 
Milay Dewberry act 
{dey v Jones act 
WikyKaily act Junel2 
Madester and Salford Benk limd v 
Fimoft actmfj Julyl 
fopt'y Bullen act 
‘ayy Leab act 
fethy Sharp act 
vy The London and Staffordshire 
Fie Iosurance Co limd act 
v The Mayor & of Birming- 


lam act 

{lewis Merthyr Navn Co ld v 
act 

wav Tyler act 

Par vdacob act 

HCawdor v The Llanelly Board of 


th act 
Bis Gold Mining Co, ld v Downes 
wt June 8 
fioon v Wade-Gery act 
isv Edwards act 
fdkerv Ryan act 
Barathy v Croneigh act 
id v Underwood act 
fegoson v Charsley act 
{ ds Securities Co ld v Bascomb 
ie, d & Dodd’ st 
ne 8 application & 
Messrs W Waller & Co’s opposition 
&Trade Marks Act adjd sums, wits 
vOther act 


Lepper V Blatohley act 
Banders v Sendees, act 
v Biller act 
tv Heiron act 
vMaloolm act 
Vv Hood act 


vRogers aot 
v Lacy Hartland & Co act 
v Knight act 
vPalwer act 
odv Hay act 


oyv Hillman act 
ey v Booth act 

.., Farther Considerations. 
VKnight Weldv Welt fo 

saydv Mayd fo 

fe Cospman, decd Chapman v 


n fo (short 
rp de Laski, dood De Laski v 


pe A) 

ainncock, decd Hancock vy Han- 
mk fo 

bee atl, decd Burgess vy Daw- 
- euler, decd Wartnaby v 
= rt) 


s 





d 


Non-witness Causes, Adjourned Sam- 
monses and S Cases. 

In re Northern Counties of England 
Fire Insurance Co (Gilliat’s Case) 

yy, - a lima 

re La rewery, 

(Schroder’s claim) adjd sumne 

In re Great Eastern Glaciarium Co, limd 
(John Tanner’s case) adjd sumns 

In re The Same Co, limd (denry Ward 
Tanner’ j 


In re M A B Wilkinson, decd 
son v Wilkinson adjd sumns 

In re H M Pym, a Solicitor adjd sumns 
(taxation of costs) 

In re Hulkes, decd, Powell v Hulkes 


act 

Castell v Hutchinson act 

Duke of Wellington v Brand act 

a TW Rawards Estate Harding 

re wards’s 

v Scott adjd sumns 

In re Pensam, decd Dyer v Pensam act 

In re Artistic Colour Printing Co 1d 
(Chappell’s case) adj sumus 

In re Smith, Knight, & Co, ld adj sums 

Vioe v Raleigh adj sumns 

Wilson v Daguid spc &mfj 

In re North-Eastern Industrial Perma- 
nent Building Society & Schott and 
V&P Act adj sumns 

Farnell v Farnell ~~ 

In re Newton, decd Dunn v Dann spo 

Clayton v Day act 

Carter v Hine adj sumns 

Conybeare v Lewis od) sumns 

In re Queenborough Chemical Society 
(Bagehole’s case) adj sumns 

Stevens v Mid Hants Ry Co adj sumns 

Gray v Lucas adjd sumnos 

Ia re Lord F.ensington’s Estate Bacon 
v Ford adjd sumns 

In re Childer’s Estate Wilkinson v 
Richardson adjd sumns 

Chaytor v Straubenzes spacial case 

In re Hanhart and Gillman adj samns 

In re Angove, a Solicitor adj sumns 

In re Lines and Prudential Assnce Ce, 
limd, and V and P Act adj sumns 

In re J. H. Bell, decd Lake v Bell (Par- 
ker’s claim) adjd sumns 

Huyshe v Lord Scarsdale special case 
and m fj 

Dahne v Lovegrove special case 

Prichard v Harper special case and m f j 

In re The Mercantile Mutual Marine 
Insurance Assocn, limd adj sums 

Foster v Elaley adj sumns 

Fletcher v Hadwen sc&m for j 

In re Thorley, deod Foden v Thorley 
spo &mtj 

Powerscourt to Army and Navy Co- 
operative Society and V &P Act adj 


sumns 
In re Wrey’s Estate Sargeant v Smith 
Weld v Weld Weld v Knight adj 


sumns 
In re Henry Smith’s Estate Smith v 
: uae of mee see 
n re yng, dec lev 
In re Barnett, decd Burnett v 


8c 

In re Northern Counties Bank 1d (Dar- 
nell’s case) adj sumus 

In re Hinchliffe, decd Hinchliffe v 
Hinchliffe so & m forj 

In re Storforth Lane Colliery Co Id 
(Whatley’s case) adj sumns 

In re Sophia Phillip’s Kstate Jacobs v 
Wake adj 


gsc 
‘ootner 


sumns 

In re Oak Pitts Colliery Co ld (ex pte 
Lloyd) adj sumns 

In re Anna Tyeon’s Estate Higgs v 
Spurgeon adj samns 

In re Northern Counties Bank 1d 
(Hutchinson’s case) adj samns 

In re Joseph Wright & Co (claims) adj 


suns 

In re H A Revell’s Estate (claim of Low 
and anr) adj sums 

In re W Pearson's Estate Foster v 
Pearson adj sums 

Peravian Guano Cov Raw adj sums 

In re The Hoxton Estate Charity adj 
sums 

In re The Fire Insurance Corporatioa Id 
(ex pte Freeman) adj sums 

In re Midland Land and Investment 
Corporation ld (claim of Commars of 
Sewers) adj sums 





In Walker's 
Walker adj sums 

Blanshard v Hyde adj sums 

In re Hopkins’s Estate Hopkins v 
Clatton adj sumns F 

In re Jno Graves (review taxation) adj 


sums 
Weld v Spearman act 
In re Bowyer, decd Biddulph v Astorg 


BC 

in.ze Stattrehs decd Malcolm v Strat- 
ord sc 

In re The Rosedale and Ferry &o Co 


adj sumns 
Tate v The Anglo-Rassian &c Co adj 


sumns 

Hamilton v Robinson sc & mfj 

In re Warner's Settled Estate Warner's 
Settled Estate and V & P Act adj 


samos 
Attorney-Gen v Duke of Northumber- 


land adj sumns 

In re Florence Land &c Co (Nicol’s case) 
adj sumas 

In re Briton Ferry and Swansea Steam 
Tramways Co (Clayton’s claim) adj 


smns 

Wigfield v Brown (ex pte Willmer) m 
to di-charge receiver &c (to come on 
with non-wits acts, by order of Dec 17) 

Atlantic Mutual Insurance Co v Huth 
adjd sumns 

Hixon v Reid so &mfj 

Midland Land & Investment Corptn v 
Visct Sudley & ors act 

In re Munach’s Trade Mark adjd 


sumns 

In re Southport, &0 Banking Co (ex pte 
Bath) adj smns 

Io re Chirger Cotton Shed Co (Edmond- 
son’s case) adjdsumns (3. O. till 7 
days after Barxer’« case is heard) 

In re The Same Co (Barker’s case) adjd 


sumns 

In re J B Parvis,decd Ramsay v Reed 
spe : 

Pearse v Harvey adj smns 

In re Evans, decd Secker v Hardisty 
adj smns 

In re La Conception Gold Mining Cold 
adj smns 

Ormes v Bateman adj smus 

In re Dennett, decd Simkias v Dennett 
sc&m fj 

Wollaston v Wollaston so 

In re Chs Denham & Co (2) adj smns 

In re Clay’s Estate Van Sandan v 
Tindale adj smns 

In re Dackworth & Chase’s Contract & 
V &P Act 1874 adj smas 

In re Rollinson’s Estate Wakefield &o 
Bank v Rollinson adj smus 

The Imperial Water & Gas Corpn Id v 
Clayton mfj 

In re Marsh, decd Gowland v Gray sc 

Antrobus v Trotter sc 

In re Edmonds, decd Sharland v 
Wrench adj smns 

In re Colonial [rusts Corpn adj smas 

In re The Florence Land aad Pablic 
Works Co ld (claim of Anglo-Italian 
Bank) adj smnus 

Kelsall v Caddick (pltff) adj smns 

In re Young and ors adj emas 

In re Foliiott, deed Mears v Walker sc 

Ia re B W Ground, decd Ground v 
Ground aot 

Turnourv Tarnour mf j 

In re Cwm Avon Estate and Water 
Works Co (expte Shaw) adjd sum 

Balmer v Bulmer m fj 

In re T Pearson decd Pearson v Pearson 
adj summons 

Close v Carr act 

In re The London Fish Market and 
National Fishery Co ld (2) adj sumas 

Brace v Attorney-Gen act 

Warwick v Knight act 

Clifton v Knight act 

Mitchell v Josse adj samos 

Ward v Eyre (Piffs sumns) adj samns 

Ward v Kyre (Defts sumosz) adj sumus 

Treffry v Treffcy act 

In re May’s Estate Whitechurch v 
Batley adj sumns 

In re Lambert Gray & Co (Lyonnaise 


yay by Beene 
In re the Same Co Lafeberes case ad sms 
Ia re the Same Co Pesoatore’s care adj 


smas 
Levetus v Newton (ex: Plaintiff) adj sms 
review taxn ¢ S 


re 





In re G Perkin’s Estate adj sumns 
In re decd Leigh vy Rumney act 


In vo The Swiss Unsweetened Milk Co 


adj sums 
Daniels v Constable m fj (short) 
Morton v Hallet act 
Tiddeman v Alexander act 
Wootton v Strudwick m fj 
Kelsall v Caddick adj sums 
Wyke v Holder act 

Price v The Bala and Festiniog Ry Co 


act 
Duckers v Smedley act 


vK j sums 
era at 
Crowther 


Hyett act 
In re The Wearmoath Crown Glass Co 
we = Haater f 
asteneys v Han m fj 
Sheldon v Andrews adj smas 
J 
In re Hanash Ruggles, decd Weaver 
v Bateman act 
Paget v Clagett act 
Messum v Brown sc 
Beoadbent v Holdsworth sc 
In re Earl of Lonsdale decd, West 
Londoa & Comel Bk v Lowther act 
In re ‘Florence Land and Pablic Co ld 
(Tufnell & Ponsonby’s case) adj sams 
Wialan v Garth act 
Nokes v Rymer act 
Parish of Sutton to Church and V & P 


Act adj sumns 
Prince v Dodds.act 
In re J P 

Litchfield 
Halli v Smith procedure? 

In re The Great Britain Fire Insce Co 


adj sumns 
Ia - C Whitfield’s Estate, Myers v 


Litehfield decd, Wallis v 
act 


In re F. E. Smith Pp adj sums 
In re The Wearmoath Crown Glass Co 
National, & (Bank's claim) adjd 


sums 

In re Blackwell, decd Catler vy Cham- 
bers m fj (short) 
act 


Cockle v Cockle 
McHenry v Lewis procedure sums 
In re R. W. Anderson’s Trade-Mark 


adjd sams 

In re Clay, decd ClayvClay spc 

Jones v Robinson act : 

Blyth v Vere mfj (short) 

In re Hoskison’s Estate Holmes v 
Hoskison jd sums 

In re Milford Haven Ry and Estate Co, 


mfj 
Warner v Warner act 
Ia re Wellbeloved’s Estate Rymill v 
The Grosvenor Bank adjd sums 
Cotton v Kenyon spc & mf j 
Cotton v Cotton 


Tozer v Williams m fj 
Before Mr. Justice NoatH. 


Face Senta et 

ogereon v Young 

Piamptree v Blazland act 

Smith v Hamilton act Fry, J 
Chitty, J 


Transferred from Mc. Justice Caitty, 
by order dated Nov. 17, 1883. 
Goodman v Batty act (not before Jane 


20) 

In re Blackwell, decd Hansell vy Legge 
act (not before 

Ia re A H Corfield Brace v Daviaon act 
In re Corfield Briscoe v Davison act 
Smith v Hurst act 

Hall v Bovey act 

Inre deol Loew Loe act 

Inre ith, deod Campbell v Smith 


act 
Birch v Mather act 
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Transferred from Mr. Justice Chitty 
by otder dat ed Feb. 22, 1883. 

Law v Garrett act 

Davies vy Chisholm act 

Wilson v Globe Accident Assrrance Co 


act 

De Zuccato v Fairholmée act pt hd by 
Baron Poll » 

In re Muddever, decd Three Towns 
Banking Cold v Maddever act 

Owen v Emery Owen v Emery act 

Barlow v Daw act 

Holloway v The Gas Light and Coke 
Co act 

Williamson v Coward act 

os! v County of Gloucester Banking 


act a 
Wills v Luff & Van Tramp act 
Willans v Greene act 
Scott v Secretary of State for India in 
Council act 
Bolton v Swansea and Mumbles Ry Co 
act 


Alty Norman act 
Minto v Clark act 
Galliers v Galliers act 
Cutler v Picard act 
Muggeridge v Vivian act & m fj 
Young v Fawous act 
Leah v Clegg act 
Bevington y Hamshaw act 
Sumner v Williams act 
Freeman v Freeman act 
Cummirg v Digby act 
Bowm v Humber and ors act 
TromanvL B&SCRyCo act 
Wallis v Watson act 
‘Wyatt v Meadows act 
Hotchkiss v Gardner Gun Co act 
Hawkins v Hawkins act 
Blakey v Fieldbouse act 
Hickman v Saunders act 
Woodward v Harvey act 
Cleather v Twieden act 
v ['wisden act 
Bryant v Young’ act 
Mandy v Morrish act 
Sadler v Marke Sadler v Harris act 
In re Dale, decd Dalev Dale act 
Satow v Satow act 
Casson v Pickles act 
In re G Armitage,decd Smith v 
Armitage act 
Lounds v Homer act 
Taylor v Hoare act 
Tone v Preston act 
— v Land & House Property Corpn 
ld act 
‘Ward v Sharp act 
Raimondi vy Great Western Ry Co act 
‘Wvodhouse v Spurgeon act 
Weller v Stone act 
Westall v Hall & Co act 
Sugg & Cold v Bray & Co act 
B. lpett v Habershon & “or act 
Porter v The London & N W Ry Co 


act 

Milter v Walker act 

Sandgate Board of Health vyLeney act 

Hayne v Gardner act 

Bowser v Sharp act 

Weston v Sherwell act 

Bissell v R-dway act 

Attorney-Gen v Dean & Canons of Man- 
chester act 


Before Mr. Justice Pearson. 

Causes with Witoesses retained for Trial 
or a only pursuant to Order 
Gated April 26, 1883. 

Winby v Cardiff District &0 Trams Co 
ld act. pt hd 

Smith v Hamilton act 

Hemilton v University Life Asece Cold 
act 


Blyth v Goinesr, Mahon & Co act 

Gvulaschmidt v Oddy act 

Bellmore v Watson act 

Badische Amin & Soda Fabrik v Levin- 
stein act 


Transferred from Mr. Justice Fry. 
Causes for Trial (with witnesses). 

Wileon v De Coulon act 

Price v Torrens act 

Young v Winer act 

Kemp v Bellyse « act 

Wright v Davie act 

Scott (Bart) v Padwick act 

Yetts v Compton act 

Sharp v Vibert act 

In re Potter Rees v Faulkner act 


yers v Collier act 

yon v Harrison act & ih for j 

Com ton v Preston act 

Sheldon v Nixon act : 

In re Gooch Brogden ¥ Holmes act 

Liddell v Newall act 

Prior v Batch act 

Edwards v Prior act 

Davies v Turner act 

Chapman v Clarke act 

Ager v Peninsular &o Navigtn Co act 

Attorney-General v Lyne act 

Barber v Blaiberg act pt hd 

Edwards v Cory act 

Green vy Clayton act 

In re Beaumont Hanson v Beaumont 
act 


Local Board &c of Witham v Oliver act 

Ballard v Tomlinson act 

Hawley v Carnel act 

Ager v Blacklock act 

West London Dairy Socy v Abbott act 

Hunter v Ramsgate &o Trams Co act 

In re Hunt Robey v Hunt act 

In re Harrison Harrison v Parry act 

Wintle v Crawshay act 

Same v Same act and m fj 

Fellowes v Jeffries act 

North v North act 

Barton v Gregory act 

Jeff-ies v Jeffries act 

Leech & Co v Marwick act 

Same v Same m fj 

Tador v Tudor act 

Holland v Sawbridge act 

Bell v Browne act 

Tbompson v Mayor &c of Sunderld act 

C ty Bank v Sovereign Life Assce Co act 

Ord v Coombs act 

Martin v Stratford act 

Thomas v Spratly act 

Barrett v Roberts act 

Firminger v Bruff act 

Adams vGlynn act 

inre Monkman Lyne v Monkman act 

Carrington v Black act 

Voght v Stocks & Co act 

Beckett v Gill act 

Wheeler v Sharland act 

Wilcox v act 

In re Pearson. Oxley v Scarth act 

Io re Owen, Lloyd v Owen act m fj 

Barton v Thompson act 

Hills v Thompson act 

Elliott v — act 

Woolwich Building Society v Carr act 

Pulbrooke v Bailey act 

In re S D Hearle, West of Engld & Bk 
v Cock act 

Doyle v City of Glasgow Life Assce Co 
act 


Bd of Works for St Giles’s Dist v The 
Met Brush Electric Light Co act 

Parish v Poole act 

Mayor &c of Kingston-upon-Hull v 
Morton act 

Miller v Mawson action 

Hart v Cottee act 

Wilkins v Jourdain act 

Fleming v Crouch act 

Blenkham v Terry act 

Stobbs v Kelsey act 

Sanders v Jones act 

Carlton v Murray act 

Edgington v Fitzmaurice act 


Causes for Trial (without Witnesses), 
and Further Considerations. 
In re Barton Barton v Barton m fj 
In re Seymour Seymour v Hall act 
In re i Collis v Huggins act 
Keay v Boulton mfj 
Ward v Ward spo 
Arnold v Allen act 
In re J H Kelsall Kelsall v London so 
In re Mocatta Mocatta v Mocatta sc 
Wharton ¢ Boffia act 
In re W T Williams Pilkington v 
Franklen act 

Hilbers v Parkinson so 
Fox v Suffield m fj 

Robinson v Flint m f j 

In re Limmer Limmer v Limmer mfj 
In1:e Damble Williams v Murrell fo 
In re Morgan Rees v Morgan mf j 

(short) 
In re Bartlett Newman v Hook fc 
In re G Cooke Appleyard v Clarke 


mfj 
In re Mitchel Mitchel v Fenton act 


faye v Sheldon Sheldon v Nixon act 








and m f j 
Morewood v Errington act &mfj 


In re Smith Sandford v Sandford 
spe&mf 
Spurrell v Spurtell m i 
les v Miles act and m fj 
In ré Turner Sherriff vy Gover fe 
inre Grant Walker v Martineau fo 
In re Edwards Palmer v Buchanan fo 
Atkinson v Bury act 


Jones v Jones act In re The Dake of Newcastle's Eetaly 
la re Bennett Bennett v Pricé spt and Settled Land Act : 
Baker v London Contract Co, 1d act | {n re The River Swale Brick &o0) 


Heselwond vy Webster Webster v 
Heselwood act 

In ré Richards Williams v Gorvin 
act & m fj 

In - Bowman Bowman v Chatfield 
m 

Morris v Neil act 


To A Hookes’ Estate Hookes y 


In re the Caps Breton Co & C ‘ 
Danning v Berridge 4 


In re Gother Blachford v Wi 
Rogers & aur v oe &o Biss 


Rogers v_ Metropolitan, & 






In re Davies Jones ¥ Jones a 
Hyde v Hyde sp case 


Adjoursed Summon«g, . 


trio Light Co and Co’s Acts and Ry 
Metropolitan Brash & Co , 
Light Co and Co's Aots and x 
Metropolitan Brush, &¢ Co 


Ackers v Ackers act Widdowson v Widdowson 
Saul v Longrake fc om v Sha 
Rooper v Duke of Northumberland|In re The London and 8 
j Fire Insurance Co and Co’s Acts 


mfj 
e re J. M. Stokes Stokes v Ducroz 
Cc 
Thompson v Fellwright fc (short) 
Watts v Bennett act 
Bradford v Young act 
In " Rosier Jones v Bartholomew 
m 
In re Matthews Hider v Powell act 
In re Roeher Rosher v Rosher spo 
In re Williams Jones v Attorney-Gen 


fo 
mS. Richards Shenstone v Brock 


m 

In re t Wilson Parker v Winter f6 

Hardaker v Moorbouse m fj a 

In re Hudeon Bell v Greenbank fc 

Mariin v Peaty m f j (short) 

Leonard v Skelton m fj (short) 

In re Bobn Robinson v Ommaney fc 

West v West m fj 

Vaux v Pattrick fe 

Randall v Solicitor for the Treasury 
act 

Leonard v Key m fj (short) 

In re Stebbing, Carter v Stebbings fo 
(short) 

Dunn v Tams act 

Sanders v Jones act 





In re C, Adams and Vestry of St 


Act, 187 
Mayor, &c of Bristol vy United Tel 
Wycherley v Menzies 


Ia re Hinks & Son and Co’s Acts 
Crowsdaile v Tweedie 


Patten v Guardians of Edmonton Unita 

In re Jones end Evans’s Contract sag 
V &P Act, 1874 

In re H. W. Chatterton, a solicitor 
(taxation) 

Charlton v Charlton 

In re The Original Hartlepool Collierig 

i Co - Co’s a bridge, 

n re Harmans x &o Ry 

and V and P Act, 1874 * 

Williams v Myers Meakin (expte 

Same v Same (expte pit J. T. Williams 
Same v Same (sot deft R J. Coo): 















af a 


a 
P| 


Same v Same (expte deft R. J. Coot} 
Same v Same (expte deft R. J. Cook) 
May v May May v Horn 
Io re A. Davison Chandler v Da 
In re The Advowson of Vic 
Pattishall and V & P Act, 1874 


. 


4 
; 


rr Kensington and V and 


| 


Co, li 


Watson v Woodgate 








LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK. 


HOUSZ OF 


May 21.—Bilis Read a Second Time. 
Private Br1s.—Sock Dennis Rectory ; Totnes, Paignton, and 


weztcaee=e ct 






COMMONS. 


va 
Direct Railway ; Gas and Water Provisional Orders; Local Gov 


(Gas) Provisional Orders; Water Provisional Orders. 


Canal Boats Amendment. 


Bill Read a Third Time. 
Paivate Brt.—St. Saviour’s, Southwark (Church Rate Abolition). 
May 22.—Bills Read a Second Time. 
Union of Benefices Act (1860) Amendment; Poor Law Conference. 


Bills Read a 


Private Brits.—London, Tilbuty, and Southend Railway; Price’ 
Patent Candle yaar Al Workington Local Board Water. 


Customs and Inland Revenue. 





Third Time. 








COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 


Jomr Stock 
LIMrrep In 


addresses, 
pers, June 27 at 12 is appointed for 


an claims 
ConTRACT Frnance AssocraTIoN, LiwmiTep.—Petition for winding up, pre 
May 12, directed to be heard before Pearson, J..on June 1. Musgrave, Que 


Victoria st, solicitor for the petitioners 
GLoBE WINE 1 COMPAS) 





tO 
solicitor for the j ; 
PaRaGONn Brick, AND Gaunt Works, Luoarep.—Petition'for “oa 
resented 11, be yo Np Chitty, J., on 26. 
‘0, Lincoln’s fields, for petitioner 
RAILWAY AND Cc APPLIANCES , Limrrep.—Petition for wi , 
up, presented May 37 directed to be h before Bacon, V.C., on May Gq. 
Bompas and Co, Winchester st, soli for the pe . , 


ee Nine onlerst thot the company “by an order gy Foes ay hw chores 


lane, solicitors for the 


ComPanizs. 
CHANCERY. 





on « 
culars of their me 
earing and adjudicating upon the 4 oe 




















on ‘ : 
Luoarep.—Petition for winding vp, Y pena yy 
Ramee peters OMNES on June 2. Mi Jewry chat! } 
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” INVESTMENT CoMPANY, LiMITED,—By an order 
aatod Hay 11, it was ery that ues yoinntaay ein wih ub of ihe 
De con auld. bbw gels m Son, Bedford row, agents for Morrell and 
0x rs for the- ‘oners 
a (Gazette, May 22.] 
County PALATINE OF LANOASTER. 


IN CHANCERY. 
Lurrep.—Petition for Winding up, presefited 

be keel ni betore the Y.C. at St George’s Hall, Liverpool, on 
eS and Field, Manchester, agents for Sykes, Bacup, 


ge vedi Be 1090. 
{ Gazette, May 18}. 
Frrenpiy Socretres Dissonvep. 


Port CO-OPERATIVE INDUSTRIAL AND ProvipeNT Society, Burry Port, 
marten May 16 
of ROSSENDALE LopGE, FumaLe Drurns, Buck Inn, Bacup, Lancaster. 


. is SocrETY, Barley Mow Inn, Horsell, Surrey. May 16 
[ Gazette, May 22.] 





CREDITORS’ CLAIMS 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
LAST DAY OF PROOF, 


, JOHN, Knowl Hill, Pcs od Painter. June 11. 
.’ Hore, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Roy A Lemcasiat, Yeoman. June 18. Silverwood v Andrew, 
Miller, Stal re dge 
t Stephen, nr St Albans, Builder. Junei4. Keyv 
ae Res, J. Dumville, St Albans 
m Henry, New berg ‘Wine Merchant. May 31. Moigneaux v 
h Pearson, J. Gabriel, Lincoln’s inn fields 
me. Sy ers LIAM. Beaufront Castle, Northumberland, oo, Bag. June 8. Clayton 
on ge TR Pegnington, New sq, Lincoln’s inn 
iN, SIMEON, Worcester, Fender Manufacturer. June5. Birming- 
=, d ley, and District Banking Company, Limited, v Davies, Chitty, 5. 


ey 
MEE Many DowLina, Heats, Southampton. June 18. Butt v Anthony, 
,V.C. Allen, Bedford ro 
AE: RAO per st. June 12. Eyres v Shuter, Chitty, 
AY, ANN, eT othfeld, Ashford, Kent. June 2. Noyes v Noyes, Bacon, 
i aerot and Son, Carey st 
: ones, Corb: idge. "“Paviiunberead, Farmer. June 12. Charlton v 
Hirle, Kay, J. Lockhart, Hexham 
Ti ya Cardiff, Gent. June 8. Williams v Williams, Chitty, J. 


(RGA, SAMUEL, Newtown, plonapomery, Wool Merchant. June13. Taunton 
y Bacon, V.C. Taylor, Newto 
yin ILLIAM, ‘ Newhhen, t Gisusceter, Farmer. June14. Phelps v 
fis, Kay, J. Parker, "Newnham 
. RICHARD, Hadle: oe Solicitor. June S Mills, Errington, Baw- 
Vv Newman, Chitty, J Grimwade, Hadlei, 
WARD, WILLIAM, Whiston, nr Rotherham. June 13. ‘Pollard v Pollard, Bacon, 
i Mason and Son, St \Suithin's lane} 
Arrnur. Arundel, Sussex, ve. Y June 8. Prime v Prime, Evans v Prime, 
te v Wroughton, Bacon, V Ingram, Lincoln’s inn fields 
DANnrEL, Westbury npn Tym, , Gloucester, Fruiterer. June 15. Palmer 
gouty. we Trucfitt, ishopsgate st Within 
ia das, Farway, ay, Devon, Farmer. June 15. Hussey v Wood, Chitty, J. 
! Gazette, May 15.} 


Sawyer v Sawyer, 


SRO 


CHARLES, Epping, Boe, Carpenter. June 15. Clarkev Clarke, Chitty, 


ag n, Lincoln’ 

" Saltburn by th Sea, York. J 

Pearson. J. Chatterton, Chancery lam “ cE une 25, Pauls v Chariton, 
mm Eexchan Corn Merchant. June 4. B 

Chitty, J. Teather, Newman’ Gs, Cornhill rehan: une rown Vv 

(Gazette, May 18.] 


CHARLES, Kingsland rd, Paper Manufacturer. J 8. Bowd 
Fe flo, Kin oh Cheap mrer Juno Willan 
ive . 15. 

Chitty, J. ~~ Graven, Man anchéster dese - Rare —— 
AUER ERICK pate, — ATI otel Proprietor. J 19, 
er v Andrews, Bacon, V.C. Smith, Bouthampe ton , mee 

[ Gazette, May 22.} 


x 


CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 
L, ISABELLA Mary, Brighton, Sussex. June 30. Beale and Martin, 


Lister, Wakefield 
4. 30. Barlow and Co, 


ou HT) 
ORD D, AARON, West Ardsle 


York, Farmer. Ma 
i ~ THOMAS, Handsworth, Stafford, Gent. 


jAMES, sen, Sheffield, York, out of business, July 2. Clegg and Sons, 
s, GEORGE OLDHAM, Bristol, Banker. June 23. Osborne and Co, Bristol 

t, JOSEPH, Dewsbury, York, Joiner. June 10, Bchjolefield, Dewsbury 
GTON, MARGARET, hotton Colliery, Durham. July 12. Hindmarsh, 


June 23. Griffith, Holyhead 
, Ensign 1 ith Regiment of Foot, 


BN, Bist, Bog. “a bey 30. Osborne and Co, Bristol 
cton, Esq. June 15. Stephens and Stephens, 


YY, Queen’s rd, Dalston, Clerk. June6é. Holder, Cheapside 
Rev y HORERT Ba , Upper Berkeley st. June 30. Palmer and 


ou is are Portsea, Southampton, out of business, June 23. Pearce, 


Huddersfield, York, Gent. A . Bottomley, Huddersfield 
‘RigHARD, Nottingham, Gent, Junees.” Brick Nottinahon 


hae sey : 





LD, WiLLIAM. Portsea, Southampton, Merchant. June 25, Edgecombe 
Waren” Jaaes, Geutinth, MteAbmaDeeAOe, RAred Boeteten, Juiié 23, Wil- 
ey, Mamsnmng We 

J 
Wane 7 Wort, Su ime Gi cantat” Radtond wa Otthard, 
WHEELER ae, Boston Spa, York, Agent. June 16. R. Foster, 34}, 
caaie, Laaeceen Wicxuam, Bramham, York, Esq. June 26. Gardiner and 


NGranby st 
Jeffery, effery, Bradford ‘ siete 





AckERS, JoHN, Bolton, Lancaster, Shoemaker. June 18. Py tal Bolton 
Nw, EMMA Wembdon, Somerset, Spinster. Newman and 
pose py Prete inn 


IN, Mary, Taunton, Somerset. June 23. Sweet, Taunton 
BREWER, JOHN, Chester, ‘Gentleman. June 25. Bridgman and Co, 
BroaD, GEORGE, Penton Mewsey, Southampton, Gentleman. Ro 21. 


Andover 
ie RicHARD, Kingsdon, Somerset, Yeoman. June 7. Newman and Co, 


cos JOHN ee Pembridge villas, Bayswater, Gent. June30. Elwesand 
Vi 
D Y, Emity Hannan, Cadogan pl. June 24. Turner, Sackville st, Pic- 


Foster. JosEru, Carlisle, Timber Merchant. Ji Cartmell, Carlisle 

Hatt, Wii11am C: Abana AIN, Grittleton Band, bad dint m, Solicitor. July 12. Hall 
and Co, Old Miers inn, Chan 

Hott, Exiza 


. Hadlow er tints. June 30. Rolt, St. Paul’s chutch- 
ULL, TH South P Dorset, Retired Tailor. June 30. and 
ea hows perry 


JONEs, Wir, Andover, Southampton, Horse Dealer. June 9. Farr, An- 


dover 
Jonpay, Wustay, } ow rd, Commercial rd East, Blind Maker. June 15. Cook, 


Commercial rd 
Lorp, ae, Png Boller Motom. June 20. Woodcock, Bury 
Map: CE, Chester. June 14. etheen and Co, Chester 


MokLEyY, Tay, JOmm LEE, See” rd, Clapham, Gent. June 27. Phelps and Co, 

i 0 Ft new JOHN, Old Kent rd, Stationer. June 24. Tilling, Devonshire 

Piaaor?, JOHN, Wandsworth rd, Ladder Maker. June 22. Clarke and Co, 
House, Old Broad st 

— J Edgware, Draper. June 12. Allingham and Pearce, Old 

SrEex, JoHn Gates, Grange rd, Bermondsey, Upholsterer. July 1. Wilson, 


PLUMMER, JOSEPH, 
Bedford row 
SHaw, Tuomas Lioyp, Wolverhampton, Stafford, out of business. June 30. 


Riley, Wolverhampton 

SYMONDS, ANNE, Crewkerne, Somerset. June 28. Alford, Crewkerne 

TAYLOR, JOSEPH , Chesterfield Derby, Law Clerk. June 15. Lee, Newbold 
we Chesterfield 
WEAVER, ELIZABETH, Worthing, Sussex. June24. Collet, Worthing 

WIGGLE, Louisa, Tewkesbury, Gloucester. Aug 10. Moores and Romney, 


Tewkesbury (Gazette, May 18.) 


Smith, 








LEGAL NEWS. 


A stand with the list of causes for the ensuing day is now exhibited at 
the Carey-street entrance of the Royal Courts of Justice, in addition to 
the one at the Strand entrance. 


The dinner to which Mr. Benjamin, Q.C., has been invited by the 
Attorney-General, on behalf of the members of the bar, upon his retire- 
ment from practice, is fixed to take place on Saturday, June 30. 


On the 18th inst. Frederick Barnard Leeming, accountant, was charged 
on remand before Mr. Marsham with forging and altering certain 
affidavits sworn to in the Bankruptcy Court held at Greenwich, the 
information being laid by Mr. C. Pitt-Taylor, the registrar. The allega- 
tion against the prisoner is that he altered the documents so as to make 
them represent a case in bankruptcy instead of liquidation, and forged 
the initials of Mr. Thomas Smith, the officer before whom the affidavits 
were sworn, to the alterations. Mr. St. John Wontner, who appeared on 
behalf of the Director of Public Prosecutions, said he should be prepared 
with some further evidence at the trial, but he now asked for the 
prisoner’s committal. Mr. Crispe, who defended the prisoner, submitted 
that there was no evidence of the forgery. Mr. Marsham committed him 
for trial at the Central Criminal Court. 

On Saturday at a special sitting of the Licensing Justices for the City 
of London, among the applications for renewal of licences was one by 
Mr. Thomas Philip Utton for the transfer of the licence of the Hope 
genre a Ivy-lane, Duke’s-passage, to Mrs. Helena Maud Meaden, 
a married lady. Interrogated by the bench, Mrs. Meaden said she 
intended to carry on the business quite apart from her husband, but she 
was living with him, and he would come to the Hope to sleep. He was a 
traveller, and would have nothmg to do with the business. The clerk 
said the police report was satisfactory, and if the bench thought Mrs, 
Meaden a fit and proper person to carry on the business, they could, under 
the new Married Women’s y Act, make the transfer. She , 
of course, have purchased the house with her own private money. e 
bench accordingly granted the application. 

On the 21st inst., in the House of Commons, on the discussion of the 
estimates for the Royal Courts of Justice, Mr. Shaw-Lefevre said he had 
been in communication with a great many of the judges, and although at 
first they complained of draughts, of the absence of curtains, and other 
minor defects, their judgment now, after some ce of the courts, 
was almost uniformly favourable. Several of the judges had even gone 
out of their way to express to him a favourable opinion, and had said that 
there were no courts in the country, including those at Manchester, which 
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were a to be the most complete, eee on the whole, were so 
suitable for their purpose. The criticisms of the bar were not yet so 
favourable. They complained that their benches were not wide enough, 
but he hoped, when various improvements were from time to time 
made, the complaints of the bar would not be so serious. Taking the 
bench, the bar, and the public, he believed that the courts, on the rng 
were very suitable. 








The Gazetteer, a new sixpenny journal, will make its appearance on the 
2nd of June. It will contam, in addition to ‘‘a summary of all the 
news,’’ a special and novel feature. 








RECENT SALES, 

At the Stock and Share Auction and Advance Company’s (Limited) sale, 
held at their sale-room, Crown-court, Old Broad-street, E.C., on the 24th 
inst., the following were among the prices obtained :—London Road 
Cars, £7; West Devon Great Consols Mine, 11s.; Tasmanian Main Line 
Railway Company 3,000 6 per cent. Preference Stock, 14 per cent. ; Jab- 
lochkoff Electric Light, £3 10s. paid, 14s. ; Gorseddu’ Junction and Port- 
madoc Railway £10 shares, £1; Temple ‘Lead Mine, 2s. ; United Horse 
Nails, 13s. 6d.; and other miscellaneous securities fetched fair prices. 





SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 

May 29.—Messrs. FREDERICK A. MULLETT, BOOKER, & Oo. at the Mart, at 2 p.m., 
Leasehold dy ota: hyena (see advertisement, this week se 

May 31,—Mr FRANK BRE we at the art, at 2 p.m., Freehold 
Estates (see advertisement, this week, p. 4 

May 31.—Messrs. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, Farmer, & BRIDGEWATER, at the Mart, at 
2 p.m., Leasehold Property (see advertisement, May 5, p. 4). 

May 31. -"Messrs, FULLER & FULLER, at the Mart, * 2p.m., Freehold and Lease- 


hold ght sy (see advertisement, this week, p 
CHARLES P. 


May 31 WHITELEY, at the Mart, S61 m., Leasehold Propert; 
(see advertisement, May 19, p » eats 


June 1.—Messrs. Norron, ‘Taios, a & Co., at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold 
Properties (see advertisement, May 5, p. 4). 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


IRTHS. 
BUCHANAN.—May 20, at Ilford, Essex, the wife of Frank Buchanan, solicitor, of a 


son. 
LUMPTRE.—May 16, the wife of Claude Charles Molyneux Plumptre, of th 
Middle Temple, barrister-at-law. of a son. ™ . ” 
WiTHERS.—May 15, at 90, Angell-road, Brixton, the wife of W. G. Withers, 
solicitor, of a son. 


MARRIAGE. 
GIDNEY—DAVEY.—May 17, at 4" Augustine’s, Highbury, Henry J. Gidney, 


solicitor, Aylsham, to Mary Emma, daughter of William C Cuming Davey, 
Highbury. 


ATH 
NoTT.—May 20, at Ventnor, Jona i inald Stanhope Kn tt, of thi 
Temple, barrister-at-law, aged 30. " ™ _— scenes 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


Bankrupts. 
Fray, May 18, 1883. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in the Country. 


Moore, John Alger, Lowestoft, Fishing Boat Owner. Pet May 12. Worlledge. 
Great Yarmouth, May 30 at 12 
Ross, Rovere Oliphant, Swansea, Painter. Pet May 16. Jones. Swansea, May 
TUESDAY, May 22, 1883. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in the Country. 


Applewhite, William, a upon Hull, D Pet M 5. : 
ston ston upon Hull, May 30 at 3 raper. Pet May 15. Farrell. King 


dney., , Nailsea, Somerset, Brick Manufact 
es meen peg c anufacturer, Pet May 16. Harley. 


Coupland, Henry Currie, Ventnor, Isle of Wight, 
cng hy June 6 at 3 ight, Hotel Proprietor. Pet May 16. 


Des Thomas, , House Agent. Pet May17. Langley. Cardiff, June 5 
Garnett, Fanny Pamilla, Crewe, Chester, Pet May18. Speakman. Crewe, May 
Hazle, William Robert, Southall, Coal Merchant. Pet May 19. Darvill, jun. 


Windsor, June 16 at 11 
Timers, eury, eataney Salop, Innkeeper. Pet May 19. Robinson. Leo- 
Painter. Pet May 19. Daw. Exeter, June 5 as2 


minster, June 5 at 

Shepherd, Henry, tien: 

Thompson, James, Newport, Monmouth, Aerated Water Manufacturer. Pet 
May 19. Davis. Newport, June 5 at 11 

oe, Joseph, ax, Plumber. Pet May10. Rankin. Halifax, June 4 


Vernon, W: Nottingh J : 
a s- gham, Joiner. Pet May 19. Patchitt. Nottingham, 





W: omas, Blakesley, Northampton, Farmer. Pet May 19, 
f pcre Seg meal ig = d 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Frmay, May be 1883. 
Gpencer, Oliph Leigh, Lisle st, Merchant. May 15 ; 
bster, Benjamin, amin, Ponsonby pl, Vauxhall Bridge rd, Dairyman. May, 


TUESDAY, May 22, 1883. 
Peirson, Alfred John, Cranbourne st, Leicester sq, 


May 19 
Smirk, John Spoor, <p hme upon 


Banker. 
e, Auctioneer. May 18 


Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Fray, May 18, 1883. 
Allcock, Matthew John, Camber] , fi , Builder. May 28 at 12 at Upp 
Ship Hotel, Duke st, Reading. Cc gstoke 
a Jo hn, Rodley, nr Leeds, J om "May 81 at 2 at office of Pullan, 


Aun Nate, j jun at pegg Reem. Farmer. May 30 at 12 at office of Gh 
tock and ‘ods, Bank st rwich 
Barnes, Sasha: Lower boii el Kent, of no occupation. May 31 at3; 
office of Boydell, South sq, Gray’s inn 
Barraclough, John Farmery, Barnsle Mitideat Barna Brewer’s Agent. June lat 
Coach and Horses Hotel, Barnsley. rnaley. 
Beckett, James, and William Henry Cross, ee ‘ile Manufacturers, 
28 at 11 at Central Sale Rooms, Bank st, Lincoln. Durance, Lincoln 
Brown, Thomas, Birkenhead, Chester, *Book-keeper. June 4 at 3 at Office 
Thompson, Hamilton st, Birkenhead 
Buckle, Benjamin Frederick, eee, Gloucester, out of business. May $j 
12 at office of Dighton, Newent b 
Cantle, James Ayiward, Gosport, Hants, Builder. June 7 at 8 at office of 
and Reed, Union st, Portsea 
Carter, ‘Aaron, Coreser, York, Innkeeper. May 25 at 11 at Commercial 5 
Tyrrel st, Bradford. hodes, Bradford 
Davies, Peter, Dowlais, Glamorgan, Boot Dealer. May 30 at 12 at office of 
Glebeland st, Merthyr Tydfil ; 
Davis, David, St Margaret’s, Twickenham, Jeweller. June 6 at 2 at office 
Abrahams and Co, edford row 
Edwards, Henry James, and Frederick William Torso, Euston rd, Sta 
May 26 ‘at Lat lations of Court Hotel, Holborn. Bartlett 
Fowler, Edward, Davisville rd, ers Bush, Builder. May 31 at 2 atg 
office of Learoyd and Co, Albion chbrs, Moorgate 
er, Leonard, North Bierley, York, Draper. June 4 at 3 at Law Ins 
bion pl, . Simpson, Leeds 
Fulton, David Grant, Stockton on Tees, Tailor. May 31 at 12 at office ry 
High st, Stockton on Tees. Barron, Darlington 
Greenwo' John George, Batley, York, Plumber. May 31 at 38 at off 
Wooler, Batley 
Harben, Arthur Charles, Gt Tower st, Provision Merchant. June 1 at 1 
oftices of Barrow and Gates, Gresham st. Gole, Lime st 
Harben, Benjamin, Gt Tower st, a oe 7 Merchant. J une 1 at 12.30 at o! 
Barrow and Gates, Gresham st. Gole, Lime st 
Hastings, John, Thame, Boot Dealer. June 4 at 2 at Crown Hotel, Ayle 
Parker and Wilkins, High Wycombe q 
Hedger, Andre Newton, Herat st, Hackney rd, Cabinet Maker. June 4 ab#i 
oftice of Brighten, Bishopsgate st Without sae 
Hewitt, William, Lydham, Salo: oy Farmer. June 5 at 11 at Law Society’s Rom 
Talbot chbrs, Shrewsb ury. fn 
ri. s J oa cu J em Ia cnt Stafford, Farmer. June 7 at 2 at office of 8 
eapside, Ha: 
Howell, J —_ ‘Astley, Lancaster, Colliery Manager. June 5 at 3 at 36, t 
arcade, D aneeste, S te, Manchi hester. Pennington, Bolton vr 
Hurst, William Herbert, Hanley, Hosier. May 31 at 12 at office of As 
‘Albion st. Hanley 


Jones, Walter, King William st, Iron Merchant. June 1 at 3 at Cannon st B 
Simpson and Cullingford, Gracechurch st 
Keo, Charles, Trevethin, Monmouth, Brewer. 
and Co, h st, Ne ort. Collingwood, Ne 
Kelly, Patric , Shi ley, York, Commission Wool 
Spencer and’ on, North st st, Reighier ioe 
Kenworthy, George Boyer, Staleybridge, hester, Grocer. June 1 at 11_at 
of Creditors’ Association, Kilvert’s bldgs, Withy grove, Manchester. Tho 
Manchester 
Manning, James, Swansea, Grocer. ane 29 (not 23 as previously vavertsel) 
at office of Jones, Prospect pl, Swan: 
McIntosh, John, amend rd, O d Kent — Printers’ Joiner. May 30 at 2 ato 
of Lane Gresham s : 
Minett,  imeriory Kine’ Norton, be hnocntgaseg outof business. May 28 at 3 at off 
Ratcliff, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham 
Morgan, Charles SSerey, Liventoat rd, Islington, Dadertebe. May 31 at a 
Guildhall Tavern, King st, Cheapside. Philp, Basinghall st 
Nicholas, John George, and Robert Anderson, Manchester, Lithograplit 
a _— June 4 at 3 at office of Sutton and Elliott, Fountain st, M 
chester 
Papadopulos, John, Norfolk ter, Westbourne grove, Tobacconist. May 30at8 
at office of Groom, Wormwood st 
Peete, Deceeh. Anpi leton, Lancaster, Coal Dealer. May 31 at 3 at office of B 
mn. es 
Porter, John, ‘Twerton, nr Bath, Somerset, Dairyman. May 26 at 3 at 35, V 
gate st, Bath. Essery, Bristol 
ne. & James Newton, Walworth rd, Valuer. May 25 at 12 at office of OF Ody, 
ckfri: 
Roberts, Alfred, Wimamatame, Surrey, Clerkin Holy Orders, May 30 
office of Wynne cery 
Sherriff, James, i Penmaes | bidgs, East India Agent. May 28 at3 at A 
Hotel, Fleet st. Hurd and Upward, Walbro “ ¥ 
Simpson James, Stratford, Essex, Tailor. May ad at 12 at office of Lewis, we 
s Hall , West Ham lane, Stratford 
PP no er, “J ohn’ Bowdon, Crewe, Chester, Innkeeper. June 5 at 11 at office of Bik 
arket st, Crewe . 
Smith, Elias, Brynmawr, Brecon, 
Wi , Monmouth 
Smith, Henry, wanes, Pig Dealer. May 29 at 11 at office of Simpson 
Hockin, Mount st chester + 
Stevenson, pod Tage» Middlesborough, Beerseller. May 28 at 11 at office? 
Jackson and Ji \romiggs Albert tra. Mi Soe nee 
28 at 11 at office a 


Teesdale, es ham, Grocer. May 
Tose, James, Tae, York, Innkeeper. Yous 1 at 12at Red Bear Hotel, 
pl, Thirsk. wis 2 


Ps a 
J obits, Col tewood s st, Be Boag oom 
Cass 
Tyndall, William, East Dean, Gloucester, Baker. May 31 at 1 at New Inn, No 
gate st, Gloucester. Bradstoc tock, Cinderford 


bon wh at 12 at office of T 
eives May 29 at 3 ato 


_ Seen bth chitin 


Earthenware Dealer. June 8 at 2 at office 


Oe eg ae ee are he eee eet ee OO Re 





36, Barta 
n st Hotel 
e of Tritt) 
ato 


1 at ole 
Tho! 


‘tised) ati 
2 ato 

38 ato , 
31 at 24 


hograp 
st, Man 


ay 30 ab 
‘e of Hi 
35, We 
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n Athy, ersinadon rd, Printer. June 1 at 11 at office of Wolferstan 
, Baker. June 7 at 3 at office of Ash- 


Sohn Garson, Warringto 
Wo0tsorick, Holl rect at W age Fay Ws Sremiouanenn. June 6 at 3 at 


Goldberg and Proust, West 

ns, William mack, High Nokon Hi Hereford: Mi Monumental Sculptors. 
4at 3 at office of Corner, Town, Hereford 

aniley, Geo Rowley Regis, igs Chain Manufacturer. May 31 at 11.30 

bY (Queen’s ‘otel, Stephenson pl, Tacesiaghem. Wright, Cradley Heath, nr 


Builder. May 31 at 2 at office of Lewis, Work- 
Jus Hall, West sey ey! sors lag 


Y Semsery AS, Mew %, 3 


Allen, Thomas, ee Se ee ag ter, Straw’ Denier. June 5 at 11 at Union 
our’ 0) tour’ 
si Birmingham, Clerk. May 30 at 3 at office of East and Smith, Old 
Christian, Stratford New Town, Baker. May 31 at 3 at office of Fenton 
Paria Kingsland green, a Junction 
nH enry, Manchester, Glass and China Dealer. June 4 at 3 at office of 
wo Field, Cooper st, Manchester 
jown, les Henry Cullerne, bam 4 st, Hammersmith, Provision Merchant. 
June 7 at 3 ‘at offices of Lawrance and Co, Old Jewry chbrs 
Brabin, James, ames, Hanley, Btagord. out of business, June 5 at 11 at office of Ten- 
and Co, Chea a Soe 
‘ es, st, lalington, Cab Master. June 4 at 3 at Masons’ Hall 
enry, orthailerton, Tost nigel North June 4 at 4.30 at Railway Hotel, 
, nr Northallerton. rton. 
31 at 2 at office of 
ore nm upon Hull 
une 5 at 3 at Black Bull 


Furni 
st. Eastwood, Gt St Helen’s 

1 and John Burroughs, Bevenden st, East rd, Hoxton, 
raters June 4 at 3 at office of Ivens and Neely, Walbrook 
08, Eastville, Gloucester, Builder. May 31.at 2 at office of Benson and 

Bank chbrs, Corn st, Bristol 
eon Thomas, Basie Fiew Yak Draper. June 1 at 3 at office of Robinsonand 
orth st, Keig: 
Giishim, Robe rt Neil, , Broadway Westminster, Licensed Victualler. May 31 at 
yo of Linklate n house chbrs, Queen Victoria st 

“Tabor Ae ee ic, Minster, Dorset, Butcher. June 5 at3at Crown Hotel, 
nster. 

* ohn eis Kendal, Westmoreland, Baker. June 5 at 10 at office of 

tramon; 

Jesse, Windsor, ye Coachbuilder. June 12 at 11 at Tavistock st, Strand. 
Christopher William, Dunstable, Bedford, Baker. 2 une 1 at 3 at Sugar 
otel, h a Dunstable. Ewen and Robe berts, Luto 

Dawson, W: Leicester, Licensed Victualler. "I une 4 at 12 at office 
Preston, Seance 2 st, ckley 


vaso Har Henry, Crucifix eee Bermondsey, Engineer. June 7 at 2 at 


of Harris, arris, Bishopegate Churchyard 
yston, nr Leicester, Accountant. June 1 at 3 at office 
a, Pocklington's walk Leicester College Pro; oe J t3 at 
rners st, n Colle rietor. June7 at3 a 
of ed Hotel, Hi rs : 


h Holborn. Jones, Hart st, Bloomsbury sq 
bert, Leeds, e Dealer. June 4 at 3 at office of Granger, Bank st, 


Joseph Samuel, Gt Cambridge st, Hackney rd, Boot Manufacturer. 
12 at 3 at P office of Pratt and Norton, Old J ewry Y dienes. Raphael, Moor- 


George Francis, Heckmondwike, York, Grocer. June 6 at 3 at office of 
m, Union st, Heckmondwike 
William, I eld, Sussex, Farmer. June 6 at 12 at office of Ody, 


rd 
er peck: , Birmingham, Butcher. May 31 at 3.30 at office of Fallows, 
, Alfred Chester and Henry Martin Hutchins, Maidenhead, Berks, 
¢ Manufacturers ‘une 12 at 3 at Cannon st Hotel. Elmslie and Co, Lead- 


aoe Birstal, york Pipe Maker. June 4 at 3 at office of Wooler and 
ny pag dgs, dgs, Bath ley 
xon, Over, Chester, Furniture Broker. May 31 at 11 at office of 
=. Dixon astle st, Northwich 
John mas, North st, Caledonian rd, Kin ig’ s'Cross, Muffin Baker. 
ne 11 ee =e ac ates of Buchanan and Co, Bean hall st 
: pang Mirae ee Knitting Machine Dealer. June 6 at 11 at 
/ seth and Baldwin, Ormerod st, Burnley 
* donpeore sen. fer tas Wool Carder. J ane 6at3at office of Buckby, 


me Charles ag Rome nee Wine p Jeewchont. June 2 at; 3 at Spread Eagle Hotel, 

wioucestel Bo cott, Hereford 
4 aren. Le ,Seedsman, June 6 at 3 at office of Hannan 
‘irmingham, Tobacconist. May 30 ut 12 at office of Parry, Col- 
ere tye Ugaarus, South Shields, Boot Dealer. June 4 at 2 at office of Newlands, 

a 
Kaye, Joshua, bn ssa York, Bootmaker. June 2 at 11 at office of Dransfield, 
Mane Henry, Maidstone, Licensed Victualler. June 2 at 12 at office of Menpes, 
Soy pire. Albert, Maidenhead, Berks, Grocer. June 6 at 11 at Cliveden Tem- 
Poyser, Gt James st 
Ug, Willian Horsey, C anterbury, Li Licensed Victualler. June 8 at 2at office 
of Neve, London onard’s on Sea 
ge, Albert, Tideswe: as Innkeeper. June 4 at 2at office of Broomhead, 
C » John Palsey, Pem! , Carmarthen, Superintendent of the Burry 
ort, Pembrey, and wendra t Valley Railway Go. June 6 at 11 at office of 
bes and Co, Thomas st, Llan 

ene Wiliam, W oolwich, = June 7 at 2 at office of Whale, Queen 
call Anthony, Bescoby, Bact he JAnecin, Printer. June 7 at 1.30 at Gt Northern 
oneer, June 5 at 12 at Old Ship Hotel, 


ee, Frederick Rubin ighton, Aus Aucti 
g's rd, B: . - g, Brighton, ¥, Genera ster, Brighton 
seni al meral Furnisher. June 5 at 3 at Law 


ciety, Tal t chbrs, Shre Nutsey, Shrewsbury 
_— » William, vas of business. June 4 at Sat office of Blacklock, 
en La vid, Birmingham, Baker. May 31 at 2.30 at office of Fallows, Cherry 


Poultry Pa GB me Bookbinder. June 1 at3 at office of 





st Hotel, Cannon st. 


Ni Fran ‘abernacle Leather Merchant. June 4 at 3 at 
Ry ee ee 
wo 57 ohn, Fenchurch st, Tailor. June 4 at 3 at office of Norton, Queen st, 


P as a, Semeniet. May 31 at 4 at office of 


1 rd row 
Parkin, Proprietors. June 4 at 
eld as —_ Sotto 
Pellew, Edward Ferdinand, Redcliffe gains,  Rooem, Barrister at Law. 


June 14 at 3 at office of Lewis and Le ba ag Be olborn 
t obuteh i “ao , Falmouth, Confectioner. June 4 at 12 at office of Jenkins, 
st, 


outh’ 

wis, Gracechurch st, Merchant. June1i at 3 at office of Lumley and 
min Ota J remy chbrs 

Powell, Newtown, Montgomery, outof employment. June 6 at 12.30 at 
office of Powell, B Broad st, Newtown 

Pugsley, James, Ashburton, Devon, Ironmonger. June 5 at 11 at Queen’s Hotel, 
Queen st, Exeter. ilioes and Hacker 

Preston, James Edward, Cherryhinton, Cambridge, Fone. ene 5at 2 at Bird 
Bolt Hotel, St Andrew’s st, Cambridge. Whitehead, Cam! 

Rafferty, William, M: ort, on aaa Innkeeper. Some 5 at 11 at 27a, Kirby 


st, Maryport. Collin, 
ham, der. June 4at3 at office of Fraser, Brougham 


Read, Everard, Notting! 
hbrs, Wheeler gate, Notting’ 

Rodway, Frederick, Cheltenham. spetehen, June 6 at 11 at office of Ryland and 
Waghorne, Clarence parade, Cheltenham 

Russell, d, Liverpool, Printer, June 5 ede . at offices of Gibson and Bolland, 
South John st. Liverpool. Carey, Liverp 

Sample, — Netherton, nr ei a Gap erland, Plasterer. June 6at11 at 
office of Co ‘by st, Maryport 

Shettle, ‘Thomas William, "Combs, Suffolk, Farmer. June 6 at 12 at Inns of Court 

mor | ha ome Ward, Ipswich 

Stead my Seok, Boo er. June 4 at 3 at office of Butler and Middlebrook, 


Park 
Stewart. a Leds Geor; wee, Ox! Cateed. Draper. sane? at 12.30 at 54, Cornmarket st, 
Oxford. Kilby an 
‘Contractor, June bat $ at Guildhall 
Gracechurch st 








Chipping Bor Norto 
Strachan, John, Pellat - monng 
Tavern, Gresham st. Houghtons and Byfield, 
Stratton, James, Luton, oy ee Builder. June 2 at 3 at 7, Dumfries st, Luton. 
Hall, Warwick ct, Gray’ si 
Stuble , Susana, owebuxy, York, Tobacconist. June 1 at 3 at office of Shaw, 
ond st, Dewsb' 
Sutton, George, Barrow in Furness, Lancaster, Grocer. Ma: =e at 3 at Meee goo 
ee Hotel, Dalkeith st, Barrow in Furness. ckney, Barrow in 
“urne: 
Syie. Sichesd, Send Sood, 5 - Webetelt, Yoek, -_ of business. June 4 at 3 at office 
f Lodge, Townhall ton fine 
Tageli, Jo J —_. , Harborne, 8 Btaitord ee a _* 7 at 3 at office of Westwood, 


Tait (ded | hittons Denby, Farmer. June 4 at 11 at office of Holland and 
igby, Ashborne 
Thomas, George Lee, Scarborough, Fruiterer. June 4 at 3.30 at office of Green- 
wood and Greenwood, Huntriss row, Scarborough 
Thomas, Robert, Birkenhead, Builder. June 4 at 3 at office of Harrison, Orange 
ct, Castle st, 5 eel ar 
Newcastle under Lyme, Grocer. June 4 at 11 at office of Griffith, 
Jewcastle under Lyme 
vee John, "Old Kent rd, Grocer. June 4 at 2 at office of Carter and Bell, 
cne 
Whitchurch, William, Bah we super Mare, Grocer. June 1 at 11 at offices of 
won a ‘Broad st, Bristol 
—_ te, Allred, Central st, st, St Luke’s, Plumber. May 30 at 2 at 238, City rd, St 
e's 


Whitehead, Thomas Stott, Bradford, Provision Dealer. June 1 at 11 at office of 
Moore, Albion chmbrs, Bradford 

Whiting, Edward Thomas, Folkestone, Boot Dealer.. June 2 at 3 at West Cliff 
Hotel, Folkestone, Mowll and Mowll, Dover 

Wilkinson —_ = , Manchester, Painter. June 6 at 3 office of J: ohnson, Brazen- 
nose st, 5 
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SCH WEITZER’S COCOA TINA, 


Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 
Pare Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, 


with the excess of fat extracted. 
it “the most nutritious, per- 


tectly digestible borer 


end Grog tin ren ede Is. 6d., 38.,_ 58. 6d., &c., by Chemists 
‘Terms by the sly an rr 
© 00 10, ‘ademneteteh, London, W.C. 


| aga A YEAR. 
yo A YEAR. 


on § 
H. SCHWEITZE 








€. will SEL 


ESTABLISHED 1825, 


HEWETSON, THEXTON, & PEART, 
MANUFACTURERS AND HOUSE FURNISHERS, 
200, 208, and 204, TOTTENHAM COURT ROAD, W. 

free for entirely Fur- 


mR TING. DECORATING, & HOUSH REPATRS.— 


Carved Oak roductions from Ancient 
DES an ental Peritere, incinding Dedstesd and 
Beading, from £7 10s. per set. 

THIRTY LARGE SHOW ROOMS, 


Hewertsoy, THEXTON, & PEART, 
208, and 204, Tottenham Court-road, London, W. 
NB. —Household Furniture Warehoused or Removed 
on reasonable terms 


LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, Nos. 3 and 4.—Free- 
holds, with early possession. 
ESSRS. EDWIN FOX & BOUSFIELD 
oe tee MART, on WEDNESDAY. 
JUNE 27, at_T in Two Lots. important and 








| hese A YEAR. 





F008 A YEAR. 





SEE 
mpue GAZETTEER, Saturday, June 2. 
S* THE GaZeTLEER, EVERY WHEK. 
_— GAZBLLBER, Prive Sixpence. 











HE GAZETtnok Ur rlCss, 15, Russell- 
street, Covent-garden, 
B= 


PAPEK FOR ALL—1he 
pas Cader kn, dune 2. Price 6d. 





GAZETTEER 








Mee GAZETTEER. At all Railway Book- 
stalls and Agents. 


ye VALUABLE APPULNIMENSTS, see 
THE GAZETTEER. 








ue GAZEITEER. 
purticau and DIPLUMATILO. 








fyeslunabiss and PHRSUNAL, 
N4vaL and MILTrARY, 

) Foe and OLEKICAL, 

MEd ican and SULENTIFIU. 

| | meen and ARTISLLU, 

















M USLCAL and DKAMALIO, 





(omaukeLaL aud FiNANOLAL. 

A Skicunt URAL and SPORTING. 
Latest NEWS. 

ae Bsr PAPER for COLONISTS. 
rae BEST PAPER for INDIAN OFF 1- 

















‘ jae BESL PAPER tor FALHERS. 
— BEST PAPER tor MULHERS. 











q see The GAZELLEEK, June 2. 
15, Kussell-street, 


O FELULS, 
en. 


SUMMER TOURS IN SCOTLAND. 


Gwin and the HIGHLANDS (Royal 
Route yia Crinan and Caledonian Canals). 
Mail Steamer COLUMBA or IONA from 
Gilsgow Dally at? aot, from ock at 9 a.m., 
ae in connection with Foxe Wil hiand 
teamers, passengers for Dap. ‘0 illiam 
ness, Lochawe, 8 Tenge ers 7.) ona, Giencoe, 
Serevuer, &e. cial Guide, 8d. ; IMusteated’ oa 
and 1s., by Dost. ¢ or erat W. Smith & Sons’ Railway 
Bookstalis. with Map ae 


the owner, Daves MacBraynez, 119, H 
Glasgow. 


UvVent- 








four days previous to the eud of 
\ 


FREEHOLD PROPERTY, comprising the 
two capital Poe ys ee residences, Nos, 3 and 4, on 
the north side of Lincoln’s-inn-fields. The houses are 
substantial, admirab|. ly igh: ted back and front, 

an mea the nae ss io , ment mer be ob pet 
ings a’ upon ch form an im une 
to the excellent suites of offices in ‘the main 
tures, which are three storeys in height, =. —— 
rooms on each floor. There is a forecourt, 
haying a fron of about 48ft., enclosed by iron 
and the area occupied is about 3, 
Whether for occuption by one establishment or sub- 
division into several sets of chambers, they are 
equally desirable, while for purposes of investment, 
remunerative rents will be readily ob . The 
premises are let for terms expiring at Michaelmas, 
— when vacant possession of the whole may be 

ac 

Particulars of Messrs. A. F. & R. W. Tweedie, noe 
citors, 5, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C.; atthe Mart; and 
of — Fox & Bousfield, 99, Gresham-street, 





ESSEX, on the borders of Herts. 


A valuable and important Freehold Investment (great 

— free and land tax sedeomed) situate in the 
rish and village of Royd joining the Roydon 

way Station on 7 way, sloping down 

to the River Stort, and as fale from London, and 

comprising the farms known as Roydon Temple and 

Roydon P Park, with comfortable farmhouse, spacious 

able and Re tee Meee ae, Poses Oe Goon eco 
a Me and pas' ina s of cultiva- 
been d farmed by th 


taining 
to be a valuable 
rick earth w 


its proximity to ay vantage could ve be 
TO: 
pans advan sly bane dey the Estate also tg 
consider 


sesses a erable frontage to the main road, 
which could be profitably utilised for building 
purposes, 

R. ALFRED: SAVILL has received in- 
piructions to SELL by AUCTION, at the 
i heir MART, eg oe yard, Lothbury, 

near the Bank of England, on MONDA 
FONE 18, at TWO precisely, the above valuable 
ESTATE, in Two Lots. 

Particulars, with plan and conditions of sale, may 
be obtained ‘of Meters. _— er-Bristow, Withers, 
Russell, & Hill, Solicitors, 4, Bedford-row, W.C.; at 
the George Hotel, Bishops Stortford; the Green Man 
and George Inns, Harlo OF tae Ww White Lion, Saw- 
bridgeworth; Saracen Head, e Dunsdale 
Arms, Hertford; and at the "Auctioneers Offices, 3, 
St. Helen’ s-place, Bishopsgate-street, E. 


ESSRS. JOHNSON & DYMOND beg 
to announce that their SALES by AUCTION of 
Plate, Watches, Chains, Jewellery, Precious Stones, &c., 
are held on Mondays, Wednesdays, Thursdays, and 
Fridays. 

The attention of Solicitors, Executors, Trustees, and 
others is particularly called to this ready mesans for the 
disposal of property of deceased and other vlients, 

In consequence of the eee of their Sales, Messrs. 
J. & D. are pe to a e large or small quantities at 
short notice (if re 

Valuations for rowers or Transfer. Terms on oppli: 
cation to the City Auction Rooms (established 1793), 38 
and 39, Gracechurch-street, E.C. 

Messrs. Johnson & Dymond beg to notify that their 
Auction Sales of Wearing Ap woe By Piece Goods, House- 
hold and Office Furniture, Bedding, &o. » are 
held on each day of the week (Gceardaye excepted). 


Vi ESSRS. DEBENHAM,  TEWSON, 
FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER’ 8 LIST of 
ESTATES and HOUSES to be SOLD or LET, tnglnding 
Landed Estates, Town and Country Residences, Hunting 
and Shooting arters, Farms, Ground Rents, Rent 
Charges, House Property and Investments generally, is 
published on the first day of each month, and tay be 
obtained, free of charge, af their 80, Cheapside, 
E.C., or will be sent by in return for two stamps.— 
Particulars for insertion Saldana not later than 
the preceding month, 


pon | bed 











HE AND 9 


‘sone - ih 


BY SPECIAL panteletiee 
To Her ee eee Chatioalter, ¢ 


Be 


SOLICITORS’ AND ccarereaerd 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSELS 7 
CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY 3 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 


94, CHANCERY LANE, 


FFICES in BEDFORD 

bay Bh Ground Floor of one of tl 

com) COT! 

a strong room. ey are Atted 

and numerous have 

Ce: ip, and are 
pee sete 

For 

Bedford-row - 


Yu BARRISTERS, “SOLIGTTO 
Others. — 


dings.—To be a at, Offices in in eon : ee 
bee nt ante in the best part of 
Southampton-buildings, and near to | 
Courts. wink erate Eh ecte a 
ready for immediate occu _ For Da 
apply, a rahe COLLECTOR’S 2's OFFIOR, 55 ——s 
ane, W 





clude 


WwW 








EASEHOLD GROUND RE 

wn 8, £21, £15, £29, oe Ct 
amply secured on properties annual 
about £920. Held wptia ate ta leases for long te 
at £2, and two at A... each). For 8. 


urchase. 
bat orig me floors BA funds, as Kopi to ona re 
41, Moorgate-street, E.C. 


AUCTION ROOMS 
Specially for the Sale of Li 
‘Works of ‘Art, 47, LEICESTER re 


M 2888s. PUTTICK & SIMPSON 
announce that the above rooms are open, 
the Focoution of all Kinda of Prey get Ayo 
Musical Collections, &c., intended Fd Sale b 
Messrs. P. & 8. feel assured that thi 
(gained only b by the fr wi ond the e 
nection enjoy be a sufficien 
to solicitors and Others that such property 
their care will be arranged for sale in the n 
"“Putunsions for Probate or Legacy Duty, d 
ons for or or f 
or Private Sale. a 


Estasiisnep (ut Prccapruzx) 1794, 


4% UNION FIRE and LIFE | 


RANCE COMP 
CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, W.C 
The Funds in hand and Cai ay al Subscribed al 
be ab, of £1, p 


CoDDON iets 
sew -Bolicton 4 4, Lincola's 
The Directors te attention to the 
Life Policy, whieh i ‘et tree from ny conditi 
Policies of Insuranee f ngwinerde 
gency of Issue at moderate rates of P i 
uae’ Company ‘ADVANGES M, jo Pandy. on for 
e Interests and Reversions, whether abs 
pie Fo nt, y 
The Company also purchases Bee ore \ 
vendor the option of re-p % 
— whether the tenant for life be livin 
PR ae acorns copies of the rs’ 
Balance Sheet, and every info. 
post-free on a) lication to 
FRAN MoGEDY, Actuary and & 


I EVERSIONARY and LIFE 
RESTS in LANDED or 
or other Securities and Annuities "che BQUIDAE 


or Annuities 
VERSIONARY I 
Lan 











capitali: 





NORTHERN a8: irene COX 


FIRE AND LIFE. ey pale eee 
Heap Orrices:—LoNDON AND 
Fire Premiums .. os 
Life Premiums... ... 


Interest... 
Accumulated: Fundy os 








